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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Wx UNDERSTAND that no suggestion has been received as to 
the place where the annual provincial meeting of the Incor- 
porated Law Society for the current year shall be held. This 
may be in consequence of an ippression that, as in 1887, a 
meeting of the — will be held in London to take the place 
of the usual provincial meeting. If any such 4 exists, 
we think the fact that building operations will in progress 
at the society’s hall for — e next eighteen meals must 
have been overlooked. 





Mr. Justice Bucktzy announced on Wednesday that during 
the forthcoming Easter sittings he would take company business 
on Tuesday in each week, except on the first day of the sittings, 
when the business would be taken on the following day, 
Wednesday, the 9th of April. 





In THE CASE Of Re Wallis (ante, p. 340) the court once more 
reaffirmed an elementary principle of bankruptcy law of which 
trustees in bankruptcy, in their no doubt laudable anxiety to 
secure as much as they can for the creditors, so often appear 
oblivious—namely, the principle that the statutory assignment 
of all a bankrupt’s property under the Bankruptcy Act, 1883, 
cannot operate to confer a better title to any part of such 
property upon the trustee than the bankrupt himself had at 
the date of the receiving order; or, in other words, that the 
trustee takes the property subject to all the equities to which it 
was subject at the date of the receiving order. The point came 
up in Re Wallis as between the trustee and the bankrupt’s 
wife, who had advanced moneys to him upon the security of 
a policy. No notice was given to the insurance office 
the wife, but the trustee gave notice that he claim 
the policy moneys. He claimed by such notice to have 
priority over the wife, and to be thereby entitled to 
the policy moneys, on the ground that he was in the same 
position as any other assignee, and, the equities being equal, 
had gained priority. But this contention lost sight of the 
crucial fact that the wife was an assignee for value, whereas the 
trustee’s title merely depended upon the statutory assignment, 
which could only give tim such interest in the policy as the 
bankrupt himself had at the date of the receiving order. Of 
course if the bona fides of the prior transaction between husband 
and wife could have been successfully impeached, the matter 
would have been on quite a different footing. But in the 
absence of any proof, or even suggestion, of such a thing, the 
trustee’s claim inevitably and deservedly failed. 





In THE case of The King v. Penfold, which came before the 
Court for the Consideration of Crown Oases Reserved on the lst 
that there had been some doubt as to 
the practice whic to prevail on the trial of an indictment 
under section 7 of the Prevention of Crimes Act, 1871. By 
section 7 of that Act “‘ where any person is convicted on indict- 





ment of a crime, and a previous conviction of a crime is proved 
against him, ie chal, af tay thins willtin oot juase tencheaaalllly 
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last of such crimes, be guilty of an offence against this Act, and 
be liable to imprisonment, with or without hard labour, under 
the following circumstances. If he is found in any 
place, whether public or private, under such circumstances as to 
satisfy the court before whom he is brought that he was about 
to commit, or to aid in the commission, of any offence punish- 
able on indictment or summary conviction.” At the trial 
evidence having been given of the prisoner having been 
found in a public road under circumstances which raised 
the suspicion that he was about to commit a felony, it was 
proposed to call evidence of the previous conviction. The 
counsel for the prisoner objected that this evidence ought not to 
be received until the jury had found that the prisoner had been 
in the road in question under circumstances shewing that he was 
about to commit a felony. But the court pointed out that the 

14 offence was not complete in itself until the previous conviction 
a en proved, and that, therefore, the evidence was rightly 

| admitted: The objection taken seems to be nothing more than 
‘| am argument against the policy of the statute, which clearly 
intended that the court should form its judgment upon an act 
equivocal in itself from its knowledge of the antecedents of the 


prisoner. 


























THE surispiction of the county court judge to make an order 
upon an occupier to contribute towards the expenses of com- 
plying with the requirements of an order made by a district 
council upon an owner to provide means of escape from fire 
under section 7, sub-section 2, of the Factory and Workshop 
Act, 1891, was questioned by an occupier in Monk v. Arnold 
(ante, p. 340). The appellant’s contention was that the word 
“ought” in that sub-section implies a legal liability, and that 
unless a legal liability existed, by covenant or otherwise apart 
from the statute, the county court judge had no jurisdiction to 
make an order upon the occupier to contribute. It will be re- 
membered that section 7 (2) of the Factory and Workehop Act, 
1891, is now repealed, but it is replaced without material altera- 
tion by section 14 (4) of the Factory and Workshop Act, 1901, 
which provides that ‘if the owner alleges that the occupier of 
the factory ought to bear or contribute to the expenses ‘ 
the county court may make such order as appears to the court 
just and equitable.” It would certainly be a very narrow con- 
struction of these words to hold that the court had no jurisdic- 
tion to make an crder unless the occupier was already under some 
legal liability to contribute. It would make the county court 
judge merely an arbiter as to the amount. The Divisional Court 
took the wider view that the section conferred upon the county 
court judge the fullest discretion, independent of any contractual 
: rights between the parties, to do what he considered fair as 
: between them in the particular circumstances of each case. The 
j wording of the sub-section is, however, certainly unfortunate, 
} and itis a pity Monk v. Arnold was not decided in time for it to 

have been recast by the new Factory Act of 1901. 


























THE RECENT case of Rex v. French and Others, Ex parte Roberts, 
is an important declaration of the law as to how far the juris- 
diction of justices to deal with a case of assault is ousted bya 
question of title between complainant and defendant. The 
complainant and defendant had common rights in a piece of 
land. The former was apparently in the habit of driving carts 

~ across the common, and the latter objected to this on the ground 
that it injured the pasture. One day whilst the complainant was 
taking a cartload of turnips across the land, the defendant tried 
to stop him, and committed the assault with which he was 
afterwards charged before the justices. The defence was that 
the justices had no jurisdiction, as there was a question 
of title between the — but the justices held that the 
objection to their jurisdiction was frivolous, and convicted. The 
conviction was brought up tothe High Court on a rule for a 
certiorari. Now, the objection to the jurisdiction in this case was 
founded on section 46 of 24 & 25 Vict. c. 100, which provides 
that no case of assault shall be heard or determined by justices 
‘‘in which any question shall arise as to the title to any lands, 
tenements, or hereditaments, or any interest therein or 
accruing therefrom.” 




























It was argued on behalf of the, 





after the expiration of the sentence passed upon him for the |defendant that he had an interest in this land; that 


his rights in the pasture were infringed by the com- 
plainant’s acts, and that he was defending this interest, 
and that, therefore, the magistrate’s jurisdiction was ousted 
by the statate. In support of this contention the case of 
Reg. v. Pearson (L. R. 5 QB. 237) was cited. In that case the 
complainant had placed a quantity of bricks on a piece of 
land which the defendant claimed to be his property. The 
defendant proceeded to remove the bricks and assaulted the 
complainant when he attempted to stop him. In this case the 
High Court quashed the conviction, on the ground 
that the statute applied, there being a bond fide assertion 
of title to the land by the defendant, and the assault 
having been committed in the course of asserting that 
title. This case, however, when examined, has little 
in common with the recent case. In the latter it was 
admitted that the parties had common rights in the land, and no 
question of title whatever was raised. What was raised wasa 
question of physical injury to the pasture in which each had 
rights that were undisputed. The case cited, therefore, was 
hardly in point. The section under consideration is certainly 
ambiguous to some extent. It may be read so that the juris- 
diction is ousted when any question arises as to the title to any 
lands, or when any question arises as to any interest in any 
lands. This is the reading which the defendant wished the 
court to adopt. Or, it may be read as only applying when the 
question arises as to the title to any lands, or the title to any 
interest in lands. This latter is the reading adopted by the 
court in upholding the conviction. It is really hardly arguable 
that magistrates are deprived of jurisdiction by any question 
involving an interest in land. There must be some question as 
to title, and this decision will remove many doubts as to the 
meaning of the section. The law was clearly and concisely put 
by CuannELL, J., who said that in the section the word ‘‘titie” 
governs the words ‘‘to lands,” and also governs the words 
‘‘ any interest therein or accruing therefrom.” 


A CORRESPONDENT remarks that in the case of Whitaker v. 
Pomfret, which we discussed in our issue of a fortnight ago (ante, 
p- 309), the attention of the court does not seem to have been called 
to section 19 of the Food and Drugs Act, 1899, which provides 
that ‘‘ when any article of food or drug has been purchased from 
any person for test purposes, any prosecution under the Sale of 
Food and Drugs Acts in respect of the sale thereof shall 
not be instituted after the expiration of twenty-eight days 
from the time of the purchase.” Our correspondent suggests 
that, not only did the prosecution fail by reason of 
the six months’ limit, but that it must have failed 
unless it had been instituted within twenty-eight days of the 
sale by the defendant, the wholesale dealer. This view of the 
law appears to be the correct one at first sight, but it will not 
bear close examination. If it were the correct view, it would 
be almost impossible ever to take proceedings against the giver 
of a false warrarty in time, and the law would be reduced to an 
absurdity. Now, section 19 refers evidently not to any sale, but 
to a sale for test purposes, and it is with regard to proceedings in 
respect of this sale only that the limit of twenty-eight days is fixed. 
The warrantor in the case referred to did not sell for test purposes, 
and so the twenty-eight days’ limit does not apply to his offence. 
The section is, however, undoubtedly obscure on this point, and 
if there were no authority for this construction, no one would 
venture to say with confidence that it was certainly the right 
construction, or the one which the High Court would accept. 
But there is authority. as this point was raised in Cook v. White 
(44 W. R. 409; 1896, 1 Q. B. 284). That case was decided 
upon section 10 of the Act of 1879, which has since been 
repealed and its place taken by section 19 of the Act of 1899. 
The wording of the repealed section differs considerably from that 
of the section now in force, but the difference does not seem 
to affect the value of this decision as an authority on the poiat 
in question. The repealed section provides that in all prosecu- 
tions the summons shall be served “within a reasonable time,” 
and in the case of a perishable article not exceeding twenty- 
eight days from the time of the purchase from such person for 
test purposes of the food or drug for the sale of which in contra- 
vention to the terms of the principal Act the seller is rendered 
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liable to prosecution. Construing this, Livptey, L.J., said: 
“It seems to me clear that the period from which the twenty- 
eight days begins to run in the case of a perishable article is 
the day of the sale of the article for test purposes, and that 
such period does not run from the date of the original 
sale of the article with a warranty of its genuineness. —— 
There was no sale by the warrantor for test purposes at all, and 
it is difficult to see how the provision as to twenty-eight days 
could apply in such a case, Of course, if the milk had been 
bought in the first instance from the original vendor for test 
purposes, the period of twenty-eight days might and would have 
run from the time of such sale.” This decision seems to dispose 
of the point raised by our correspondent. 





An ATTEMPT to impose upon a trustee liability for loss caused 
by the fraud-of a third party was made under singular circum- 
stances in Re Smith, Smith v. Thompson (reported elsewhere), 
before Krexewicu, J., last week. The trustee, or, strictly, the 
edministratrix of a last surviving trustee, was a lady living in 
the country. The dividends on investments and the other 
income of the trust estate were paid direct to a separate account 
at a London bank, and the solicitors to the trust, who were in 
London, kept the cheque-book and the pass-book relating to this 
account. When payments on account of the trust had to be made, 
the practice was for the solicitors to fill up cheques and send 
them by post to the trustee for her signature accompanied by 
explanatory letters. On one occasion a clerk to the solicitors 
sent a telegram tothe lady, without authority, saying that he was 
bringing cheques for signature thatevening. When he brought 
them it appeared that two had been altered from “ order” to 
“ bearer,” and he produced a letter purporting to come from the 
firm requesting her to initial the alterations. He explained the 
matter by saying that the cheques were to meet fees for the 
payment of which cash would be required early the following 
morning. The trustee signed the cheques and initialled the 
alterations, and in the result a sum of £129 was lost to the trust 
estate. It is not surprising that under these circumstances 
Kexewicn, J., held that the loss ought not to fall upon the 
trustee. The measure of a trustee’s liability was laid down by 
JzssEL, M.R., in Speight v. Gaunt (22Ch. D., p. 739) in the rule, 
‘‘A trustee ought to conduct the business of the trust in 
the same manner that an ordinary prudent man of business 
would conduct his own,” and the trick which was played 
on the trustee in the present case might well bave 
imposed upon a man who was dealing with his own affairs. 
The clerk in question was known to the trustee as a clerk in her 
solicitors’ office, and his plausible story would disarm any 
suspicion she might have had. It should be noticed that the 
learned judge held the usual mode of transacting the trust 
business to be not unreasonable, having regard to the fact that 
the trustee lived in the country, and this being so, the loss was 
due to a risk against which the trustee could not be expected to 
indemnify the trust estate. 





A casz of some importance with regard to the lights of new 
houses on a building estate was recently decided by Joycg, J., 
in Godwin v. Schweppes (Limited), In 1884 the owner of 
certain land entered into a building agreement with a builder 
to erect certain buildings on his land. The eement, how- 
ever, was not carried out, and in May, 1886, the owner conveyed 
part of the land, on which a block of mansions had been erected, 
to the builder. The conveyance contained no reference to lights 
and no express general words, but there was drawn on it a plan 
upon which the words ‘centre of p wall” and also 


line. In 1901 the defendants, who were successors in 
title of the original owner, began to build on the land 
adjoining the mansions so as to interfere with the 
light to such mansions, and this action was commenced to 
restrain them from so building, on the ground that the 
conveyance of May, 1886, was a grant of light over the other 
land of the grantor, and that he could not derogate from his own 
grant. Joyoz, J., held that, under the circumstances, there was 
no grant of light. In Pollard v. Gare (1901, 1 Oh. 834), how- 


other way. In most of these cases the question is one of fact, 
governed by the principle laid down in Birmingham, §c., Banking 
Co. v. Ross (38 Ch. D. 295), as explained by Broomfield v. Williams 
(1897, 1 Ch. 602.) The law is by no meansclear as to what will 
and what will not amount to the grant of an easement in a case 
like the one under consideration, but what is clear is thatthe 
intention to be implied from the circumstances existing at thé 
time of the grant and known to the grantee is all-important— 
important not only as a means of arriving at a right decision as 
to the construction of the grant, but important also, as a matter 
of practical conveyancing, in shewing what facts it is nece 

for the draftsman to know, and what should be clearly — 
The two obvious lessons to be drawn from the cases are that 
plans should be most carefully made and carefully considered 
in the light of what is the intention and knowledge of the parties, 
and that there is considerable danger in many cases in relying 
upon the general words implied by the Conveyancing Act, 1881, 
8. 6, 








Tae Government Licensing Bill contains provisions which 
will be read throughout England with much interest. We pass 
by the clauses requiring persons convicted of drunkenness to 
give security for good behaviour and prohibiting the sale of 
intoxicating liquors to persons declared to be habitual 
drunkards, to which we have previously referred, and come to 
Part III., which relates to the registration of clubs, and 
deserves further notice. Every club which occupies a house, 
or part of a house, or other premises, which are habitually used 
for the purpose of a club and in which any intoxicating liquor 
is supplied to members or their guests, is to be registered, and 
the clerks to the justices of petty sessional divisions are to keep 
registers of clubs. Penalties are imposed for supplying or 
selling intoxicating liquor to any persons ov the premises of an 
unregistered club; and a court of summary jurisdiction may 
make an order directing any club to be struck off the register 
on the ground that it is not conducted in good faith asa club 
or that ‘‘there is frequent drunkenness on the club premises.” 
The justices may grant a search warrant upon information that 
a club is so managed as to constitute ground for striking 
it off the register. The first observation to be made 
upon this part of the Bill is that it applies to all 
clubs without any exception. The Athenwum and the United 
Service will require to be registered in the same manner as a 
club in a small country town. Secondly, no definition is given 
of the expression “club.”” When we consider the large number 
of voluntary unincorporated societies who occupy premises of 
their own, and, occasionally at any rate, oupply intoxicating 
liquor to their members, we find some difficulty in forming an 
opinion as to which of them are “clubs.” Are tho Inns of 
Court, the colleges at the Universities of Oxford and Cambridge, 
and the Grand Lodge of Freemasons fraternities which come 
within the meaning of the Bill? We believe that in the separate 
Bill for extending this legislation to Scotland there is an attem 
to give a definition of “club,” and in a private members’ Bil 
brought in this Session by Mr. Carne and others, “club” is 
defined as “any society, organization, or body, or person which 
supplies to its members exciseable articles on any promises which 
are not licensed under the Licensing Acts.” But there are great 
difficulties in the way of framing a satisfactory definition, and in 
the case of the English Government Bill the draftsman probably 
gave up the attempt in despair. As te the policy of the Bill, it 
is notorious that there have been many complaints as to the way in 
which a number of clubs, purporting to be clabs for working 
men, have been conducted. a report recently made upon 
premises where intoxicating liquor is supplied, we find this 
observation: “It is difficult to say where the club proper ends 
and the mere drinking saloon commences.” The safest course 
was to make no exception with regard to the registration of 
clubs, and to invite every society to consider itself within the 
terms of the new law. 





Everyone who is a householder suffers sooner or later from 
men who come round and worry his servants into buying some- 
thing which they do not want or cannot afford—in fact, who 
hawk their wares from door to door, in some cases with a quite 





ever, where the facts were very similar, the decision was the 


honest, in others with a more questionable, purpose, but in 
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every case more often to the annoyance than to the convenience 
of the household. To such the decision of the Divisional Court 
in Holland v. Hall (ante, p. 319) is of special interest in the hope 
that it may do something to check the increase in the house-to- 
house canvassing system which even large and respectable 
firms are more extensively adopting under the stress of 
competition. The system adopted by the firm of sewing 
machine makers in Holland v. Hall was to send round 
@ canvasser in advance who visited a number of different 
persons and took provisional orders on approval, but no 
actual contract for purchase was concluded. Then came round 
a van with a number of machines, some of which were left on 
approval, and these, if considered satisfactory, were sold. The 
Inland Revenue prosecuted the respondent for having traded as 
a hawker without a licence under the Hawkers Act, section 2 of 
which, so far as material, provides that ‘‘ ‘hawker’ means any 
person who travels with a horse to other men’s houses 
to carry and sellany goods . . . orexposingsamples . . . to 
be afterwards delivered.”” The justices having refused to convict 
on the ground that the Act did not apply, as it was intended to 
offer them to persons who had previously been visited by a 
canvasser, the Inland Revenue appealed, and successfully. 
Certainly to the plain man the case seems to be hit by the words 
of section 2, and scarcely to have needed the considered judgment 
of the three learned judges who unanimously remitted the case 
to the justices. The introduction of the preliminary stage of 
canvassing can really make no difference. Unfortunately, the 
judgment of the Lord Chief Justice rather proceeds on the fact 
that the machines were also offered to persons other than people 
who had been previously canvassed. But the principle of the 
decision is of wider application. 


THE EXERCISE of the equitable jurisdiction of county courts 
does not often give rise to appeals to the High Court, possibly 
because it is not very frequently exercised, or perhaps (as we 
would prefer to believe) because it is as a rule duly exercised 
But in Morant v. Godden, which came before a Divisional Court 
last week, the judge of the Lymington County Court appears to 
have fallen into error in applying the Partition Act, 1868. The 
plaintiff and defendant were entitled in equal moieties, and the 
plaintiff requested a sale in lieu of partition. He was clearly 
entitled to an order for sale under section 4 of the Act, unless 
the defendant shewed that a partition would be more beneficial. 
The defendant did not resist an order for sale, but offered to 
purchase the plaintiff's share at a valuation. The judge 
thereupon ordered that the property should be valued and that 
the € peers should convey his share to the defendant and 
should receive half the amount of the valuation. In making 
this order he appears to have purported to act under section 5, 
which gives the court a discretion to order a sale where any 
party asks for it ‘unless the parties opposing the sale are 
willing to take his share at a valuation.” But the section does 
not enable the court to compel the party asking for a sale to 
part with his share at a valuation; this was decided in Pitt v. 
Jones (5 App. Cas. 651), in which Gilbert v. Smith ‘(11 
Ch. D. 78) was affirmed. The order made in the present 
case ignored this decision, and would have had the 
effect of preventing the plaintiff from attempting to 
acquire the whole property; this he would be entitled 
to do if he obtained the leave of the court under 
section 6 to bid at the sale. There was thusa miscarriage of 
Justice which the Divisional Court were able to set right. 


In our comments on the case of Re Pollard (ante, p. 290) the word’ 


‘‘ plaintiff” was inadvertently substituted by our contributor for 
“defendant.” Asa matter of fact, we are informed that it was the 
defendant who the judge said ought to pay a substantial proportion 
of the costs of the action, and the defendant was ordered to psy two- 
thirds of the whole costs as between party and party, and the residue 


of the said costs, consisting of the one-third of the party and party P 


costs and the whole of the solicitor and client costs, were directed to 
be psid out of the testator’s estate, to which th endan 
—* to one-third. ' — — 





THE CASE FOR INQUIRY INTO THE WORKING OF 
COMPULSORY REGISTRATION OF TITLE. 


WE print elsewhere the report of the Land Transfer Committee 
of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society on compulsory 
registration, which has been adopted by the Council, The 
report is the outcome of the resolution passed at the Oxford 
meeting last October “ that in the opinion of this meeting there 
has been sufficient experience of the working of the Land 
Transfer Act, 1897, to justify and demand full inquiry into the 
operation and effect of compulsory registration of title,” and of 
a subsequent resolution of the Council referring it to the Land 
Transfer Committee to report generally as to the position of 
compulsory registration, and also as to the experimental charac- 
ter of the Act of 1897, and as to the pending extension to the City 
of London. The report of the committee is prefaced with two 
recommendations to the Council : (1) To support the Corporation 
of London in opposing the extension of compulsory registration 
to the City ; (2) to use all legitimate means in order to secure 
full public inquiry into the operation and effect of compulsory 
registration of title on the experience already afforded ; and these 
recommendations are supported in the body of the report by 
cogent reasons, based partly on the initial understanding that 
compulsory registration was only to be introduced tentatively, 
and partly upon the effects of the system which have become 
apparent during the three years it has been in operation in 
various parts of the Administrative County of London. 

Under each of these heads the committee have no difficulty 
in making out a clear case. It may be admitted at once that 
at the time of the passing of the Act of 1897 there was no 
definite pledge given that there should be a public inquiry at 
the end of the experimental period of three years. The com- 
promise upon which the passing of the Act was based provided 
only for the manner in which the system was to come into 
operation. The Administrative County of London was to be 
selected (subject to the veto of the * council) as the area 
of experiment, and no extension was to be made for a period 
of three years. After that time extension to other counties 
was only to take place on the application of the 
council of the county proposed to be affected. There 
is no doubt that by this arrangement the public who are 
interested in dealings with land gained a substantial advantage. 
A check was put upon the ardour of the Land Registry Office and 
it was definitely prevented from extending its operations forth- 
with over the whole country. There can be no doubt, also, 
that the idea underlying the compromise was that compulsory 
registration was to be introduced in the first instance purely as 
an experiment, and that this was the general impression at the 
time is sufficiently shewn by extracts from the Zimes of the 13th 
of December, 1897, and the 16th of February, 1898, which are 
quoted by the committee in their report. ‘For thirty years,” 
concludes one extract, “there has been theoretical discussion ; 
suppose we have two or three years of actual trial.” ‘‘If after 
a fair trial,” runs the other, ‘‘it is proved that it does not work 
satisfactorily, that it impedes freedom of transaction and tends 
to increase rather than diminish legal expenses, there will be no 
difficulty in reverting to the present state of things.” 

Although, then, no distinct pledge was given that the experi- 
mental period should be followed by a public inquiry, yet it is 
obvious that such an inquiry was in fact an essential conse- 
quence of the compromise. It might be dispensed with, indeed, 
had the experiment resulted in a general impression among 
those actually conversant with the working of the system that it 
was proving a success. But if the contrary is the case, an 
opportunity should be given for publicly ascertaining the result 
of the experiment. That the contrary is the case is well known 
to solicitors practising in London, but it by no means follows 
that reliable information on the subject will be available 
for public use. The report, therefore, very properly 
emphasizes the point, that the Oity of London, to 
which, as matters at present stand, compulsory registration 
will shortly be extended, as well as the county councils in 
arts of England with whom further extension rests, are 


entitled to be informed whether registration of title does indeed 
facilitate the transfer of land, and to know the facts with 
reference to the question of expense. The experiment was 
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made under the Act of 1897 simply for the purpose of arriving 
at definite information as to the working of compulsory regis- 
tration. All that is now asked for is that the only effectual 
means of obtaining this information should be used. That 
the Government, however, have long ceased to regard the 
matter as in any sense experimental is clear from the 
arrangements made in 1900 for spending over a quarter 
of a million of public money on the erection of new registry 
buildings, and this attitude was emphasized in the answer 
given by the Attorney-General to Mr. Remwnant’s recent 
question in the House of Commons. It was then distinctly 
stated that the Government had no intention of holding such an 
inquiry as would re-open the question of principle. The 
inconsistency of this position requires no comment. A system 
which is introduced by way of experiment necessarily leaves the 
question of principle open. The question is refe to the test 
of practice, and by the result of practice it should be decided. 

The committee in their report carefully state the matters which 
would properly fall within the scope of the proposed inquiry. It 
will be sufficient, perhaps, to consider these when the inquiry 
itself is more likely of attainment. The matter of immediate 
moment is to bring home to the Government the injustice which 
underlies this refusal to admit the real nature of the com- 
promise in virtue of which the opposition to the Land Transfer 
Bill of 1897 was withdrawn. At that time the proposal to 
introduce compulsory registration experimentally was reasonable 
enough. There was a strong body of theoretical opinion 
in favour of the system, and it was clear that the con- 
troversy would not be decided until its supporters 
had had a chance of putting their ideas into practice. 
Solicitors, on the other hand, were not concerned to oppose 
registration if, contrary to the opinion prevailing amongst them, 
it should turn out to be really beneficial. But the arrangement 
was meaningless, and the experiment was no experiment at all, 
if inquiry into its result was to be burked. We trust that the 
Council, now that they have taken the matter up, will not allow 
their views to remain on paper, but will take adequate means 
for forcing them on the attention of the Government. The 
general reluctance in the City to have the system extended 
there should offer a favourable occasion for doing this. 








FORFEITURE OF A LEASE BY RECONSTRUCTION 
OF A COMPANY. 


Tux House of Lords have affirmed in Watney, Combe, Reid, & Co. 
v. Ewart (Times, 14th inst.) the extremely inconvenient, and 
indeed harsh result, that a company, under the usual unrestricted 
form of proviso for re-entry, is liable to forfeit a lease which it 
holds if it goes into liquidation for the purpose of amalgamation 
or reconstruction. On the 26th of October, 1896, a lease of a 
public-house was granted to a brewery company—Oomse & Co, 
(Limited)—for thirty years from the previous Christmas. The 
rent was £300 ayear. A premium of £8,500 was paid for the 
lease, and the lessees were to spend £600 in repairs and 
improvements. The proviso for re-entry empowered the 
lessor to re-enter “if and whenever the lessees or their 
assigns, being a company, shall enter into liquidation, 
whether compulsory or voluntary.” Compr & Oo. underlet to 
Fryer for 29} years from the 24th of June, 1896, at a rent of 
£800 reducible to £300 so long as he procured his beer from 
them. Fryer paid a premium of £8,000. In December, 1898, 
Compz & Co. passed a resolution, confirmed in the following 
January, for voluntary winding up in order to effect an amalga- 
mation with two other companies for the purpose of forming the 
appellant company. Upon their applying for a licence to assign 
the lease to the new company, the lessor claimed that a forfeiture 


to chambers to determine what was a fair rent for him to pay 
having regard to the fact that the tie upon the house was 
removed. 

So far as regards the underlessee, who maintained that he 
was entitled to have the lease subject only to a rent of £300, 
the appeal to the House of Lords was not proceeded with, but 
the amalgamated brewery company have tried to get a reversal 
of the decision of the Court of Ap on the effect for the 
present purpose of a voluntary liquidation. This merely 
followed the decision of the same tribunal in Horsey Estate 
(Limited) v. Steiger (47 W. R. 644; 1899, 2Q. B. 79). In that 
case also there was a proviso for re-entry if the lessees, being a 
company, should enter into liquidation, voluntary or compulsory. 
Lord Russzxt, O.J., in whose judgment A. L. Sairn and 
Coruins, L.JJ., concurred, contented hi with saying that 
| the determining event was the entering into liquidation in fact, 

and that the cause which led to that event, or its object, 
; was wholly immaterial. The contention that the liquidation, to 
cause a forfeiture, must be the result of insolvency, required 
the introduction into the proviso of further words, and was inad- 
missible. Zwart v. Fryer in the Court of Appeal added nothing 
to this reasoning, and in the House of Lords the same conclu- 
sion has been arrived at. Although, said the Lord Chancellor, 
it was admitted that the appellants were fully solvent, and that 
the liquidation was only for the purpose of reconstruction and 
amalgamation, the appellants came within the words of the 
proviso, and he was not at liberty to introduce words into the 
instrument which the parties had not put there. And similarly 
Lord Livp.ey said: ‘‘ Whatever the object of entering into 
liquidation was, it is impossible to deny that one of the events on 
which the lessors stipulated for a right to re-enter indisputably 
happened.” 

But at the present time the fact that a forfeiture has been 
incurred does not necessarily mean that it can be enforced, and 
section 14 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, was passed with the 
express object of putting an end to the cases of hardship which 
arose upon a strict enforcement of forfeiture clauses. Section 
14, however, is subject, as is well known, to important limita- 
tions, and by virtue of sub-section 6 a lessee is debarred from 
obtaining relief where the forfeiture has been incurred in con- 
sequence of a breach of a covenant against assigning, or 
in consequence of * — — athe — Tho 
winding up of a ectly solvent company for the p 
of pice Be. Bt j see ah on the face of it, look ik 8 
bankruptcy, but this term is defined by section 2 (xv.) 
of the same Act to include “liquidation by arrange- 
ment, and any other act or proceeding in law having, 
under any Act for the time being in force, effects or results 
similar to those of bankruptcy,” and it is by the light of this 
clause that the effect of a voluntary winding up must be judged. 
According to Lord Maonacaren, the expression “ bankraptcy ” 
eccurs in the Act only in this interpretation clause and in sub- 
section 6 of section 14, and it would have been well had the 
draftsman considered more closely what was really the meaning 
which it was to have in that sub-section. The possibility of 
the lessee being a company could then hardly have escaped 
him, and he could hardly, too, have avoided seeing that a 
winding up need not involve insolvency, which is the real 
ground for excluding the right of relief. Winding up, how- 
ever, is not expressly mentioned, and “bankruptcy” is 
extended, as already pointed out, to any proceeding in law 
having effects similar to bankruptcy. 

But although 2 solvent company which goes into voluntary 
liquidation is as far as possible removed from the essential 
idea of bankruptey, yet it cannot be denied that in some im- 
rtant respects results follow which are similar to those in 
ankruptey. What these are was pointed out by Lord Livprey. 
The company stops business, and persons are appointed whose 











had been incurred by reason of the voluntary winding up, and 
refused his licence. The lease was thereupon assigned without 
licence. The lessor proceeded to enforce the forfeiture by 
action against Fryer and the amalgamated company, and before 
Kzexewrion, J., and the Oourt of Appeal (Zwart v. Fryer, 48 
W. R. 443, 49 W. R. 145; 1901, 1 Ch. 499) he was successful. 
The underlessee, however, claimed relief under section 4 of the 


duty it is to realize the assets so far as may be necessary to pay 

debts; the rules as to debts provable are the same 

as in bankruptcy; and as a general rule all creditors are 

paid part passu. The learned lord was by no means 

— ae — "pear on so far omens 
e voluntary winding up of a solvent company to bankru 

as to bring the ** in the definition clause in the Convey- 





Conveyancing Act, 1892, and obtained an order vesting the lease 
in him during the remainder of the sub-term, with a reference 


ancing Act; but he was not prepared to say that the Court of 
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Appeal were wrong, and he accepted their solution of what he 
described as a very doubtful question. The rest of the House 
appear to have agreed with the Court of Appeal more readily, 
and it must be taken that any winding up is equivalent to 
bankruptcy for the purpose of forfeiture. In ordinary cases it 
may still be possible to obtain some measure of relief under 
section 2 of the Conveyancing Act, 1892, which allows a year 
for the sale of the lessee’s interest, though it is not easy to see 
how it could have given relief satisfactorily in the present case. 
The section, however, does not apply to a lease of a public- 
house, and hence it had not to be considered. The practical 
outcome is that a company, in taking a lease, should insist on 
the re-entry clause being modified so as to exclude the case of 
winding up with a view to reconstruction or amalgamation. 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
FOULGER v. ARDING. No. 1. 12th March. 


LanpDLonp AND Trenanr—Lease—Covenant by Tenant to Pay Taxes, 
Rates, anv Impostrions—Cost or Axnatinc Nuisance—Pusiic Hearru 
(Lonpon) Act, 1£91 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 76), s. 4. 

This was an appeal from the judgment of a Divisional Court (Lord 
Alverstone, C.J., and Lawrance, J.) on the hearing of an appeal from 
the Wandsworth County Court (49 W. R. 442; 1901, 2 K. B. 151). 
The defendant was tenant to the plaintiff of a dwelling-house and 
premises in the parish of Streatham, under a lease for a term of 16} years. 
‘Lhe lease contained a covenant on the part of the tenant to “‘ pay and dis- 
charge all taxes, rates, including sewers, main drainage assessments, and 
impositions whatsoever which now are or at any time or times hereafter 
during the continuance of the said term hereby granted be taxed, rated, 
assessed, charged, or imposed upon or in respect of the said premises or 
any part thereof, or on the landlord, tenant, cr occupier of the same 
premises by authority of Parliament or otherwise howsoever (landlord’s 
property tax and tithe only excepted).’”” Tne lease contained no covenant 
to repair either by the landlord or the tenant. By a notice served on the 
plaintiff during the continuance of the term, under section 4 of the Public 
Health (London) Act, 1891, the plaintiff was required by the sanitary 
inspector for the parish of Streatham to abate a nuisance arising on the 
premises from a foul and offenrive privy, defective soil- pipe or connections 
to water-closete, and other defective sanitary arrangements, by removing 
the old foul and offensive privy and all contaminated soil and excreta, 

a new water-closet strictly in accordance with the bye-laws of 
the London County Council, laying a new 4-inch drain properly ventilated, 
making good the defects in the soil-pipe or branches, and by executing 
other works of a like character neceseary to prevent a recurrence of the 
nuisance. The plaintiff executed the work required by the notice at a cost 
of £35, and demanded that amount from the defendant, who refused to pay. 

Thereupon the plaintiff brought an action in the county court claiming 

the above sum as damages for breach of the above covenant. The county 





The following cases were cited: Tidswell v. Whitworth (L. R. 2 O. P. 
326), Thompson v. Lapworth (L. R. 3 O. P. 149), Orossev. Raw (L. R. 9 Ex. 
209), Hartley v. Hudson (4 C. P. D. 367), Rawlins v. Briggs (3 C. P. D. 368), 
Budd v. Marshall (5 C. P. D. 481), Aldridge v. Ferne (17 Q. B. D. 212), 
Methado ¥. Woodcock. (9 Times Law Reports 48), Smith v. Robinson (1893, 
2 Q. B. 53), Brett v. Rogers (1897. 1 Q. B. 525) Farlow v. Stephenson (1900, 
1 Oh, 128), Arding v. Koonomic Printing and Publishing Co. (79 L. T. 622), 
Allum v. Dickinson (9 Q. B. D. 632), Wilkinson v. Collyer (13 Q. B. D. 1), 
Badcock vy. Hunt (22 Q. B. D. 145). 

Tue Cover (Cotims, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ ) allowed 
the appeal. 

Oorrxs, M.R., said it was clear on the authorities that a defect, which 
was inherent in the premises at the time of the granting of a lease, might 
be the subject-matter of an obligation thrown upon the landlord in respect 
of which it was possible for him to relieve himself by such a covenant as 
this on the part of the tenant. It was also clear that such a covenant 
might cover capital charges, such as the cost of oy alterations. It 
seemed to him that an obligation imposed on a landlord by a notice such 
as that which was served upon the plaintiff in this case was an imposition 
imposed on the landlord in respect of the premites within the méaning of 
the covenant. It was argued that it had never been held that the word 
** impositions ’? was wide enough to cover an obligation like the present, 
though it was admitted that the word ‘‘ outgoings’’ had been held to cover 


it. In his opinion the word “‘impositions ’’ was wide enough to cover this , 


class of obligation, and the plaintiff was entitled to judgment. 
Romer and Marusew, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsgt, Bray, K.O., and 
Clavell Salter ; Colam. Soxtcrrors, Foulger § Robinson ; G. Aplin Nichols. 
(Reported by F. G. Ricken, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 


SKENE v. COOK. No.1. 14th March. 


Lorations, Starutz or—Lanp Tax—RepemPpTrion—Recovery or YEARLY 
Sum Pam sy Way or Inrerest—Lanp Tax Repgmprion Act, 1802 
(42 Geo. 3, c. 116), 8. 1283 ~Reat Prorerry Limiration Act. 1833 (3 & 4 
Wut. 4. c. 27), s. 1—Reat Property Liniration Act, 1874 (37 & 38 
Vicr. c. 57), ss. 1, 8. 


Appeal by the plaintiff from the decision of the Divisional Oourt 
(Channell and Bucknill, JJ.) (1901, 2K. B. 7). The action was brought 
in the Westminster County Court. The claim was for £9, being one year’s 
land tax payable by the defendant to the plaintiff on or before the Ist of 
January, 1900, charged upon two houses, to which sum the plaintiff 
claimed to be entitled as assignee of the benefit arising under the 
certificate of the contract for the redemption of the land tax dated 
the 19th of February, 1874. The defendant gave notice of the special 
defence that the plaintiff’s claim was barred by a Statute of 
Limitations. By lease dated the 14th of November, 1873, the owner 
in fee of Nos. 61, 6la, 62, High-street, St. Giles, let Nos. 61 and 
6la to one Purkis for forty-two years, and at the same time by 
another lease he also demised No. 62 to Purkis for the same term of 
years. Under the covenants in these leases Purkis covenanted to pay the 
land tax. In 1874 Purkis redeemed the land tax on all the premises under 
the powers given by 42 Geo. 3, c. 116, as from the 24th of June, 1874. 
The certificate of the contract for redemption was dated the 19th 
of February. 1874, and was registered on the 10th of October, 
1874. In June, 1874, Purkis assigned the lease of Nos. 61 
and 61a (which were subject to a payment of £9 in lieu of 
land tax) to one Plumb, and by various mesne assignments the 
lease of 61 and 61a became, in August, 1885, vested in the defendant, 
who, by mistake, every year paid the land tax to the commissioners until 
1900, when the @was discovered, In June, 1879, Purkis assigned 
the lease of No. 62 to Skene, the plaintiff, and handed to him the 
certificate of the contract of redemption with the intention of trans- 
ferring the benefit thereof to him, and later on (in October, 1899) 
made a formal assignment of the benefit of the contract to him. 
The plaintiff, on receiving the certificate, put it away with his title deeds 
and forgot all aboutit until 1900. Prior to 1900 no payment or acknow- 
ledgment of indebtedness had been made by the defendant or his 
predecessors in title to the plaintiff or his predecessors in title in respect of 
the land tax on Nos. 61 and 61a. The annual payment for w the 
land tax on Nos. 61 and 61a was redeemed amounted to £9, which annual 
payment the defendant ought to have made to the plaintiff as the bolder 
of the certificate of redemption. The present action was brought for one 
such annual payment due the Ist of January, 1900. The county court 
judge gave judgment for the defendant on the ground that the claim was 
barred by lapse of time, and the Divisional Court upheld his judgment, 
holding that the yearly sum payable under 42 Geo. 3, c. 116, 8. 123 by 
way of interest on the sum paid at a consideration for the redemption of 
the land tax was ‘‘rent”’ within the meaning of section 1 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1874, and an action to recover it was barred 
unless brought within the period of twelve years prescribed by section 1 
in respect of actions to recover any land or rent’’ From this decision the 
plaintiff now appealed. Counsel for the appellant cited Cousins v. Harris 
(12 Q. B. 726) and Grant v. Ellis (9 M. & W. 113). 

Tue Covrr (Coiiins, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Cotiiss, M.R., in giving judgment, said the annual payment was rent 
within the meaning of section 1 of the Act of 1874, for by section 1 of the 
Act of 1833, which must be read together with the Act of 1874, ‘‘rent’’ is 
defined as extending to all heriots and to all services and guits for which 
a distress may be made, and to all annuities iodi gums of money 
charged on or payable out of laid. Even if it was not “rent ” within 
section 1, it would fall within section 8, which provides that no action or 


court judge gave judgment for the plaintiff. The Divisional Court reversed | suit shall be brought to recover any sum of money secured 
his decision, mortgage, judgment, lien, or otherwise, 


and gave judgment for the defendant. The plaintiff appealed. 
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present right to receive the sé a. annv 
payment was clearly a charge which could be enforced in equity in the 
same way as any other charge upon land, Therefore the plaintiff’s claim 
was barred 


Romer and Marurw, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed.—Covunszt, Martelli ; T R. Warrington, K.O., and F. 7. 
Duka, Soxrcrrors, 7. Parsons ; Bayley, Adams, Hawker, ¢ Noble. 

[Reported by E. G. Srituwext, Eeq., Barrister-at-Law ) 


HULTHEN v, STEWART & CO. No, 1. 13th March. 


Surp—Demvureace—Ouarrer-PartTy—Oarco to BE DiscHarcep as Fast 
as STEAMER CAN DELIVER—AccorDING To THE CUSTOM OF THE PorT— 
Destay Causgp ny Oonerstep State or Port. 


Appeal from the judgment of Phillimore, J., in favour of the 
defendants (reported in 6 Com. Cas. 65). The claim was for demurrage in 
respect of the plaintiff's steamship Zhe Anton at the port of London, her 
= of discharge. The defendants were the indorsees of the bille of 
ading which incorporated the terms of a charter-party. The charter- 
party pe that Zhe Anton should proceed to Keret (White Sea), and 
there load a cargo of deals and battens, and being so loaded should proceed 
therewith to London and deliver the same always afloat. By clause 3 of 
the charter-party ‘‘ The cargo to be loaded and discharged with customary 
steamship dispatch, as fast as the steamer_can_ receive and deliver during 
the ordinary working tours of the respective ports, but according to the 
custom of the respective ports, Sundays, general or local holidays (unless 
used), in both loading and discharging, excepted. Should the steamer 
be detained beyond the time stipulated as above for loading or 
discharging, demurrage shall be paid at £30 per day, and pro 
rata for any part thereof. The cargo to be brought to and taken 
from alongside the steamer at charterers’ risk and expense as 
customary."’ By clause 5: ‘‘If the cargo cannot be loaded and (or) 
diecharged by reason of a strike or lock-out of any class of workmen 
essential to the loading and (or) discharge of the cargo, or by reason of 
epidemics, the time for loading and (or) discharging shall not count during 
the continuance of such strike or lock-out or epidemic. . . .” The 
Anton arrived at Gravesend (which is within the port of London) on the 
12th of October, and the defendants gave the master notice to discharge at 
the Surrey Commercial Docks. Owing to the press of work at those docks 
the vessel could not enter until the 18th of October, and there was some 
further delay before she could get a berth at a quay. The discharge 
occupied seven days and was completed on the 29th of October. The 
plaintiff alleged that the vessel could discharge in six days, and he con- 
tended that, counting from the 12th of Uctober, when she arrived at 
Gravesend, she came on demurrage six days after that date. He contended 
that the words in the charter-party, ‘‘as fast as the steamer can deliver,” 
meant within six days, and that the charter-party must be read as if it 
contained those words. The defendants gave evidence that there was no 
other place where the veesel could have been unloaded sooner than at the 
Surrey OCommercia) Docks, 98 per cent. of timber ships being discharged 
there, and they contended that in the circumstances they discharged 
their obligations under the charter-party and were not liable for demur- 
rage. Phillimore, J., held that the plaintiffs had done all they reasonably 
could to discharge the cargo as quickly as possible, and that they were not 
responsible for thedelay. He accordingly gave judgment for the defend- 
ants. The plaintiff appealed. 

Tue Oovrr (Corzins, M.R., and Romer and Maruew, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

_Cottins, M.R., said that the learned judgehad found that the defendants 
did all they reasonably could to discharge tre cargo as quickly as possible. 








| The plaintiff contended that the words in the charter-party “as fast as the 


steamer can deliver ’’ were equivalent to the insertion of a fixed number 
of days, namely, six days, in the charter-party. In his opinion that was 
not the true meaning of the charter-party. The authorities were the other 
way. In Hick v. Raymond (41 W. R. 384; 1893, A. O. 22) it was held that 
where a bill of lading was silent as to the time within which the consignee was 
to discharge the ship’s cargo his obligation was to discharge within a reason- 
able time under the existing circumetances, assuming that those circum- 
stances, in so far as they involved delay, were not caused or contributed to by 
him. In Postlethwaite v. Freeland (28 W. R. 833, 5 App. Cas. 599), Lyle 
Shipping Oo. v. Cardiff Corporation (49 W. R. 85; 1900, 2 Q. B. 638), and 

Eood v. Isaacs (40 W. R. 629; 1892, 2 Q. B. 555) the words were somewhat 
similar, and it was held that the charterers, having done all they reasonably 
could in the circumstances to take delivery, were not liable for the delay. 
\A clause in the same or very nearly the same terms came before Barnes, J., 

|| The Jaederen (1892, P. 351), Mathew, J., in Rodenacker v. May (6 Com. 
Cas. 37), Kennedy, J., in Reid v. Lee (17 Times L. R. 771), and Bigham, J., 
in Wallenberg v. Payne (not reported), and they ali took the same view of 
the construction of the clause. Nor did the fact that by a subsequent 
clause delay owing to strikes was expressly excepted alter the construction 
of the prior clause. It did not shew that there was no other exception to 
be implied in the obligation to take delivery as fast as the steamer could 
deliver. The judgment was therefore right. 

Romer and Marnew, L.JJ., concurred.—Oounsg1, J. A. Hamilton, K.C., 
and D. C. Leck ; Robson, K.C., and Lochnis. toxicrrons, Stokes ¢ Stokes ; 
Lrinder, Capron, $ Uo. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Bariister-at-Law. 
THE HARBURG INDIARUBBER COMB CO. AND WINTER » MARTIN. 
No, 2. 13th March. 


Guananrer—Inpemsity—Pxromisz To ANswer vor Dent or Deracur oF 
ANoTHER—SraTutTe or Fravps (29 Car. 2, o. 3), 8. 4. 


This wes an appeal egainst a decision of Mathew, J. The action was 


















brought upon a verbal ise by the defendant that he would give bills 
for a debt due to the plaintiff company from another company, called the 
Crowdus Accumulator Syndicate. The 
judgment for the debt, and were in a tion to levy 
upon the goods of the syndicate. The defendant was a director of, and a 
large shareholder in, the syndicate. The plaintiff Winter was the agent 
in this country of the plaintiff company, which was a foreign compang. 
On the faith of this promise or guarantee by the defendant, 
the plaintiff Winter instructed his solicitor not to proceed with 
the execution. The defence to the action was that the guarantee 
was a contract or promise “to answer for the debt of another”’ 
within the meaning of section 4 of the Statute of Frauds, and, there- 
fore, the action could not be maintained, because the —— was 
not in writing. It was contended on behalf of the plaintiffs that 
the promise was not a guarantee for the debt of the syndicate, but an 
original contract of indemnity, and, moreover, that the plaintiff, as a large 
shareholder in the syndicate, had a strong interest in pre their 
property from being taken in execution, and that his main object in giving 
tne promise was to secure his own interest, not to guarantee the payment 
of the debt of the syndicate, the latter being merely incidental to the main 
— Mathew, J., gave judgment for the plaintiffs, holding that section 
4 did not apply. He was of opinion that the object of the arrangement 
was to protect the goods, not to pay the debt, and, moreover, the 

was given for the purpose of obtaining a direct personal advantage for the 
—— who had invested £5,000 in the syndicate. The defendant 
ap ; 

‘tue Court (VavcHan Wiiurams, Srie.ine, and Oozens-Harpy, L JJ.) 
allowed the appeal. 

Vaucuan Wit1ams, L.J.—I am sorry to say I cannot agree with the 
conclusion which Mathew, J., hasarrived at. I think the contract is plainly 
a contract by the defendant to make hinfself answerable for the debt of the 
Crowdus Co. Attention has been called toa number of cases in which 
the court has treated various transactions as being outside section 4 of the 
Statute of Frauds. Some of these cases were * I —2 prope 

g the pro 


cases—that is, cases ther had 





















new property. ; So Sup pes P one 
—— which I call property cases. Then our attention was called 
what I may call the del eredere class of case, ing with Couturier v. 
Hastie (8 Ex. 40), and 
1 Q. B. 285). Now in both these classes of cases I Want to say that the form 
of the promise given by the promisor has never been held to be conclusive of 
the matter. Then as to the cases which were referred to as indemnity cases. 
In one sense all guarantees are contracts of indemnity. But in Guild v. 
Conrad (42 W. R. 642; 1894, 2 Q. B. 885) the distinction between guarantees 
which are within section 4, and original contracts of indemnity which are 
not is stated thus: ‘‘ There is a plain distinction between a to 
psy the creditor if the principal debtor makes a default in payment, anda 
promise to keep a person who has entered, or is about to enter, into a 
contract of liability, indemnified against that liability i dently of the 
question whether a third person makes default or not.”’ my opinion in 
the present case there was a guarantee by the defendant to pay a debt for 
which the Crowdus Co. was primarily liable, and not a new and original 
promiee to keep the plaintiffs indemnified. It is a contract of tee, 
not of indemnity. There is another class of cases in w it bas 
been held that section 4 does not apply, because there is a larger 
contract of which the promise to pay the debt of another is a 
mere incident. In the present case the e ehews that the 
defendant’s objects in giving the promise was to obtain the a 
ofthe plaintiffs. That is the whole contract ; there is nothing ou it. 
It is impossible to say that the fact that the defendant has a large interest 
in the Crowdus Co., and that this is probably his motive in buying 
the forbearance of the plaintiffs, makes any difference in the object ot the 
contract. Whatever motive, the object is to | 


20. | 
There is no e 0 to pay ho ame ti 


another is merely incidental. In my opinion the case falls within section 
4 of the Statute of Frauds, and the appeal should be allowed. 

Srmumo and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—CounseL, English Harrison, K.C., and Colam; Russell, K.C , and 
Wills. Soriorrons, West, King, Adams, ¢ Co. ; Sharpe, Parker, § Co. 

{Reported by J. I. Sriataxc, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ) 


Re WRIGHT, CROSSLEY, & CO. No. 2. 5th March. 


Practice —Cosrs—Taxation—Ornper or Payment or Costs—Excarrep 
Issuss—Arripavit Deatinc Wira Born Genera, ann Excerrap 
Issuxrs. 

This was an appeal from Byrne, J. In this case the Royal 
Powder Co. of New York had successfully appealed to Byrne, J., agai 
the decision of the Re of Trade-marks granting an application by 
Wright, Crossley, & Co. for registration of a trade-mark. Byrne, J., 
allowed the appellants their costs except so far as they had been 
increased by certain issues. Upon taxation of the appellants’ costs the 
taxing-master disallowed the costs of a witness named Smith who had 
filed an affidavit upon which he had been cross-examined. The appellants 
objected to (among other thinge) the disallowance of theee costs on the 

und that the affidavit did not relate solely to the excepted items. In 

Ce enewer to objections the taxing-master, after stating that the main 

y+ cae Mong as to how much evidence was 

different es, said: “I do not think that the d 

of the of the evidence of any particular witness 

be considered without at the eame time having regard 
to what evidence is allowed to that party and to the taxation as a whole, 


| 


g down to Sutton v. Gray (42 W. R. 195; 1894, , 
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I found it necessary to keep constantly in mind the whole scope of the 
evidence and the real necessities of the applicants—i.¢., the appellants—and 
of the respondents in their respective cases. I was in fact dealing con- 
currently with two taxations. For instance, I disallow to the applicants 
the costs bf a witness whose evidence looked at alone might go to more than 
the issues upon which the applicants failed, but then I have already 
allowed other witnesses to the applicants whose evidence in my judgment 
was sufficient for the applicants’ case—that is, the case on which they suc- 
ceeded, and if the only issues had been those on which the applicants 
succeed I should under ord, 65, r. 27, reg. 29, have disallowed on any 
party and party taxation the evidence now disallowed to the applicants on 
the ground that it was not really necessary for their case, and so comes 
within the rule,”? and he overruled the objections. Tne Royal Bakin 
Powder Co. took out a summons to review taxation. Byrne, J., — 
the decision of the taxing-master upon the ground that the evidence in 
question was unnecessary in any view of the case. The Royal Baking 
Powder Co. appealed. 
VavcHan Wiiuams, L.J.—I think this appeal must fail. Under the 
circumetances of this case it seems to me clear that the decision of the 
taxing-master was right. I wish to say, however, that I do not assent 
to that part of the answer of the master in which he suggests a sort of 
set-off of thiskind. ‘‘ If I am wrong I have done the same thing for both 
sides, and what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander.”” [I do not 
think the taxing-master had any right to say that. I wish to say one 
word with regard to Brown v. Houston (1901, 2 K. B. 855). That 


, case has no application to the present case because that was merely a 


— 


| Lu iry TI?iompson, was the widew and 


common law action, and the judgment in no way separated the issues as 
the learned judge has separated them in the present case, Speaking for 
myself, Ithink, and I thought in that case, that the common law rule as to 
evidence in cases where the successful litigant has called a witness who 
gives hardly any evidence on the point on which he succeeds, but gives 
evidence on a point on which he faile, works injustice, but it is an injustice 
which can be corrected by the judge at the trial making a special order 
dealing with the costs of the issues and the evidence of witnesses. 

BrinLG, L.J., lagree. With regard to Brown v. Houston even if there 
had been no direction in the present order, I should be eorry to say that the 
rule which was found applicable to common law actions where a witness 
was examined vivd voce is to be applied to an affidavit the co:t of which is 
allowed at so much a folio. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J., concurred.—Covnset, Dickinson; Neville, K.C., 
and Sebastian. Soxicrrors, Janson, Cobb, Pearson, ¢ Co. ; Field, Roscoe, § Co. 

[Reported by J. I. Srintaxd, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
Re SMITH, SMITH ». THOMPSON. Kekewich, J. 13th and 14th March. 


Trustre—Fravp sx Trustees’ Soxicitor’s Orerk—Loss or Trust 
~<a Trustees Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vicr. c. 35), 
5. . 

This was a summons by Dorothy Partridge, one of the beneficiaries under 
the will of Thomas Smith, deceased, for an “erder that the defendant, 
——— son, be directed to reimburse the estate of the said 

tor the sum of £129 wrongfully paid away by her. The defendant, 

i administratrix of the Rev. 
B. T. Thompson, who was the last surviving trustee of the will of the 
testator T. Smith. In the management of the trust Mr. Thompson 
had been in the habit of leaving the cheque and pass-books relating 
to the trust estate with the solicitors who acted for him in the matter. 
When any payment was necessary the solicitors were in the habit of 
drawing a cheque for the amount and sending it to Mr. Thompson, who 
signed and returned it to them, and they passed it on to the person 
in whose favour it was drawn. After his death Mrs. Thompson acted 
as trustee and followed the same practice with regard to cheques as 
her husband. On the 4th of February, 1892, Mrs. “hompson received 
a telegram which purported to come from her solicitors, saying that they 
were sending a clerk down to her that evening with documents for her 
signature. On the evening of the same day oue Carling, whom she knew 
as a clerk in the employ ot her solicitors, came to her and produced a 
letter ——— to be signed by her eolicitors, instructing her to sign 
three cheques which Carling produced, and to initial the alteration trom 
‘‘ order” to “‘ bearer’’ therein. Carling then produced the cheque-book 
which was used for the trust account—four cheques in it were already 
filled in—and explained that the alteration was necessary as the cheques 
must be cashed the first thing in the morning to pay certain tees. 
Believing this, Mrs. Thompson signed and initialled the cheques. Asa 
matter ot fact the telegram and the letter had both been forged by Carling, 
who had not been sent down by Mrs. Thompson’s solicitors. Carling, 
having obtained Mrs. Thompeon’s signature by these means to the cheques, 
cashed them, and absconded with the money. The plaintiff now sought to 
make her liable to repay this money or that it might be deducted from 
certain taxed costs due to her in the administration of the trust. The 
defendant, Mrs. Thompson, submitted that she had acted honestly and 
reasonably and ought to be excused from bearing personally the loss which 
had occurred 


Kexswicu, J., said that this was one of those painful cases with which 
the court was from time to time confronted where the question was who 
was to bear the loss occasioned by the fraud of some tuird person, the 
parties to the litigation being more or less innocent. In this case the 


parties were completely innocent as far as moral blame was concerned. It 
might be that the defendant did not take all the precautions which a very 
careful or avery astute person would have taken; it might be that her 
solicitors did not look after the clerk, whom they trusted, as closely as 








they chould have done. But beyond that no possible blame could attach 
to anyone, as of course those suing were perfectly free from blame. This 
lady said that she succeeded to the office of trustee through the death 
of her husband, and that she merely followed the practice which her 
husband had followed until his death. That was no defence. 
bound to act prudently and reasonably as a trustee. She said, further, that 
the plaintiff knew of this practice. But that could not go as far as 
acquiescence. He could not conceive that the plaintiff had acquiesced in } 
anything so as to bind herself. Taking the facts as they stood, it 
appeared in the first place that the defendant lived at some distance from 
London. That was a fact not to be forgotten, because a trustee was 
not bound to travel up to London every time a cheque had to be signed. 
On the contrary, a trustee who made frequent journeys to London would 
no doubt be found fault with unless the business was sufficiently urgent. 
Therefore this lady had to do a certain amount of the trust business 
through an agent at a distance, and there was no reason why she should 
not employ her solicitor as such agent just as much as anybody else. The 
course of procedure was this. The solicitors that the defendant employed 
in the matter ascertained what sums were to be paid, and they, having 
been intrusted with a cheque-book, drew the cheques and then sent them 
to this Jady for signature. It was said that she ought not to have allowed 
the solicitors to keep the cheque-book, and he was not sure that it would 
not have been better for her to keep the cheque-book herself. Still, the 
cheques could only be made use of by forgery, and he could not say that 
this practice was unreasonable. These cheques were always signed to 
order. The lady signed the cheques, and the solicitors sent on the cheques 
to the persons entitled. That seemed to him to be a most convenient 
course 1f all the work was not to be done by the trustze herself. How, 
then, did the loss occur? Onacertain occasion she received a telegram from 
the solicitors’ office, the telegram being in fact sent by a clerk of the solicitors 
witbout any authority, intorming her that the solicitors were sending down 
a clerk with chequesfor herto sign. The clerk committed a fraud upon his 
employers as weil as upon this lady. As to one cheque no question arose. 
Of the three others two were drawn to taxation of fees or bearer. The 
word ‘‘ order ’’ had been scratched out, and the cheques therefore required 
to be initialled by the Jady before they could be safely negotiated. The 
third was to the order of Mr. Gilbert, the accountant who was engaged on 
the business of the trust. The clerk produced a letter apparently from 
the firm, which was not a letter from the firm; but this lady migot well 
suppose that it was, as he was no stranger to her. In fact she was 
thoroughly imposed upon. At the clerk’s instance and misled by this 
letter she signed these three cheques. With regard to the cheques for 
taxation fees, the clerk explained that the fees had to be paid and 
that it was necessary that the cheques should be cashed the next 
morning, and that, therefore, they could not be drawn to order. 
That was a plausible story invented by the solicitors’ clerk and intended 
to deceive this lady. In the circumstances of the case his lord- 
ship did not think that there was anything unreasonable in this lady sign- 
ing and initialling these cheques. The other cheque was drawn to the 
order of the accountant, the cierk in that case having no excuse to offer if 
it was drawn to bearer. No fees were in fact due to the accountant, but 
it was a small sum which might have to be paid to him, and she listered 
to the story of the clerk. Why should she make good this loss because her 
solicitorz’ clerk had defrauded the trust? He did not propose to go into 
the authorities, because however the case was looked at he could not come 
to the conclusion that this lady acted otherwise than reasonably. The 
summons would be dismissed. —CounseEL, G. Burvill Rashleigh ; C. Gurdon ; 
Jason Smith. Sourcrrors, Greenfield & Cracknell; Webster § Webster. 
[Reported by C. W. Map, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re THE LONDON AND NORTHERN BANK (LIM.). HADDOCK’S CASE. 
HOYLE S CASE. Byme, J. 27th Feb. and 6th March. 
Company—Winpine vup—Parivate Examination—So.ricirorn—Tzrms Uron 

Wurcu A Soxiciron MAY APPEAR FOR A WITNESS —PRIVILEGE—OoMPANIES 

Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 115. 

The bank was in voluntary liquidation and an action by the bank 
against Sir George Newnes (Limited) for libel was pending. The liquidator 
learnt that subsequently to the commencement of the action in question 
certain documents belonging to the bank had been wrongfully handed to 
Mr, Hoyle, the solicitor acting for Sir George Newnes (Limited), by a 
servantor-Bervants of the Denk; —The liquidator obtained an order for ° 


the private examination under section 115 of the Oompanies Act, 


| 1862, of, inter alios, Mr. Haddock, for some time secretary of the 
| bank, and Mr. Hoyle. 


At his examination Mr. Hoyle appeared 
for Mr. Haddock, and, being himself a witness, withdrew during 
Mr. Haddock’s examination, but left his managing clerk (who was an 
admitted solicitor) in the room. Counsel for the liquidator objected to 
this managing clerk’s presence, and the registrar ruled that he might only 
remain on giving an undertaking to treat the whole matter as private, to 
use the information obtained from the witness’s answers for purposes of 
re-examination only, and to communicate such information to no other 
person or persons whatsoever except his counsel. Haddock’s counsel 
objected, and the matter was eiiournes to the judge: Hoyle, in the course 
of his examination, was asked, rom whom did you receive these 
documents?’’ Hoyle claimed privilege and refused to answer this 
question. The registrar ruled that he was not bound to answer. Counsel 
tor the liquidator moved to discharge this ruling. 

Byxnez, J., held that the registrar was entitled to ask for the under- 
taking he had asked for in Haddock’s case, and upheld his ruling in 
Hoyle’s case.—CounseL, Tindal Atkinson, K.C., and Stewart Smith ; Muir 
Mackenzie and Montague Lush. sSo.icrrons, Helder, Roberts, Walton, ¢ 
Thomas, for Simpson § Simpson, Leeds; G. H. Hoyle. 

(Reported by L. W. Braxx, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
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Re ROBERTS. ROBERTS v. PARRY. Byme, J. 15th March. 


Witit—Leeacy—Dent or Eavat Amount To Lecacy—Promissony Norr— 
InTEREST—SATISFACTION. 


This was an administration action commenced by originating summons 
in 1895 for the administration of the testator’s real and personal estate. It 
now came before the court on a summons for the payment of certain 
legacies. The question was whether the legacies were given in satisfaction 
for certain debts due by the testator to the legatees. The particular 
legacy considered was one to Humphrey Pritchard. The facts were as 
follow: Testator by his will gave all his property to Elizabeth Pritchard, 
and appointed her executrix. The will then continued as follows: ‘* And 
I direct that she ’’—i.¢., the executrix—*‘ is to pay the following sums to 
Humphrey Pritchard (Penfras), £50; to Hugh Pritchard (brother of 
Elizabeth Pritchard), £200; to Robert Pritchard, her brother, £100; to 
aw aaa Pritchard, her brother, £80; and I direct that Elizabeth 
Pritchard is to have four years to pay the above money.’’ Evidence was 
filed to shew that these sums were left by the testator in satisfaction of 
certain debts due from him, which debts, with two exceptions, had been 
paid in his lifetime. The debts were secured by a promissory note. 

Byrne, J., held that in this case there was no satisfaction, for the 
following reasons: (1) The legacies given under the will could not be sued 
for until four years after the testator’s death ; (2) the debts were secured 
by negotiable instruments ; (3) the legacies and the debts were not of the 
same amount, as there was no interest payable on the legacies for four 
years.—CounsgL, Brydges; W. Li. Williams; Corrie. Soxtcrrors, Lioyd- 
George, Roberts, § Co. ; Harvey Clifton, for Lloyd-George § George, Criccieth ; 
Huntley $ Co. 

[Reported by J, Anruvr Price, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 


McCHEANE v.GYLES, Buckley, J. 12th March. 
Practice—Partigs—Appinc AnotHER Derrenpant—R. 8. O. XVI. 11. 


This was an application in the above action by the defendant for 
an order that another person should be added as defendant, and that the 
action should be stayed till after the appearance of this defendant. The 
action was brought by the sole beneficiary under a settlement against the 
surviving trustee, charging him with a breach of trust in having advanced 
the trust fund upon an ineufficient and improper security, and claiming 

ayment by him of th» «um advanced, which was alleged to have been 
ost. The defendant wis one of two trustees who made the advance 
His co-trustee, John Oronyn, had died, and his widow, Mre. Cronyn, was 
his executrix. She residea in Ireland. The defendant had applied to the 
court for leave to serve her with a third-party notice, claiming contri- 
bution from her as the legal per-onal representative of Oronyn. This was 
refused by the Court of sppeal (see 46 Soxicrrors’ Jougnat, p. 175 ; 1902, 
1 Oh. 287), upon the ground that a third-party notice must be treated upon 
the same principle as a writ of summons, and as the case could not be 
brought within ord. 11, r. 1, leave could not be given. Thereupon the 
defendant made the present application that Mrs. Cronyn might be added 
asa defendant. The plaintiff opposed the application. 

Bucxtzy, J.—If I could have seen any way to granting this application 
I should have been glad to have done so, as the order would have enabled 
the question as to contribution between the detendant Gyles and the legal 
personal representative of the deceased trustee to have been decided in the 
action. If Mrs. Cronyn is not made a defendant the judgment in this 
action will not bind her, and the matter may have to be gone into again in 
another action. But I regret to say that, as against the plaintiff, I think 
I cannot make the order. There is, no doubt, a class of cases where 
another party may be added as defendant upon the application of the 
defendant, of which Wilson v. Church (26 W. R. 735, 9 Ch. D. 552) and 
Diz v. Great Western Railway (34 W. R 712) are examples. But in those 


/ cases the court could not adjudicate effectually and Say ‘ase the 


| 


| questions involved in the cause without the persons sought to be added as 


|| defendants being made parties to the action, and the applications there- 


fore came within ord. 16,r.11. Thecase of Montgomery v. Foy, Morgan, § Co. 
(48 W. R. 691; 1895, 2 Q. B. 321) was a peculiar one, and is no authority 
for the proposition that if a plaintiff elects to sue one of two persons 
jointly and severally liable to him, the person sued can brio, the other 


erson as & defendant so as to claim con m him, rectly the 
mnguage of ord. 16, r. 11, is looked at it is seen that if the person sought 


to be jomed as a defendant is not necessary for the decision of the case he 
cannot be added. The question in this action is, was the defendant Gyles 
guilty of a breach of trust? I can adjudicate upon this question effectually 
and completely without the presence of Mrs. Uronyn as a There is 
another ground why this application should be refused. e writ wae 
issued the 25th of March, 1901, the statement of claim delivered the 3rd 
of May, 1901, and the defence was delivered in August. The plaintiff 
may set down the cause for trial next week, and I do not think that I 
ought to delay the trial of the action because it would be convenient for 
the defendant to set up a right of contribution against Mrs. Oronyn. I 
dismiss the summons.—OovunsEL, Austen-Cartmell ; Douglas. Soxtcrrors, 
Bircham § Co, ; Atkinson § Dresser. 


(Reported by Nevittz Tzssvurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Probate, &c., Division. 
Re J. H. WATKINS (PRESUMED DECEASED). Jeune, P. 17th March. 
Prosate—Leave To Swear Dears. 


This was a motion on behalf of Mrs. Seraphina Watkins and Mr. 
Francis Adie, who were the executrix and executor of the will and codicil 
of Mr. Watkins, for leave to swear his death under the following circum- 





stances, the will being dated the 20th of March, 1889, and the codicil 
December, 1899: In January, 1900, Mr. Watkins was staying at Hastings 
for the benefit of his health, he ha for some time past been suffering from 
insomnia. On the 30th of January he was on the erg at Hasti 
and there parted from his wife and did not return home to her nor had 
from that time onwards been heard of. Printed handbills had been circu- 
lated, giving a full description of him, and a reward offered for information 
concerning him, but all without result. On the 20th of February, however, 
a watch was discovered on the seashore at Rye, which had been identitied 
as the one which Mr. Watkins had been , and also certain — 
apparel which had apparently been washed up by the tide. The value 
Mr. Watkins’s estate was about £1,100, and there was also a policy of 
insurance. 

Jzunr, P., gave leave to swear the death of Mr. Watkins as having 
occurred on or since the 30th of January, 1900.—OounsaL, Middleton, 
Souicrrors, Miller, Smith, § Bell, for Hall, Pratt, ¢ Pritchard, 


[Reported by Gwyrxwe Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 
WOOLNOTH v. WOOLNOTH. Jeune, P. 17th March. 


Drvornce—GvuarpIANsHir AND Ovstopy or Inrants Acr, 1886 (49 & 50 
Vict. c. 27). 


This was a petition by Mary Snowden Woolnoth, née Howden, for a 
decree of judicial separation from Charles Hall Woolnoth on the ground 
of his adultery and desertion. There had been five children of the 
marriage. The case was undefended, and the petitioner prayed, inter alia, 
for a declaration that the respondent was a person unfit to have the — 
of the children of the marriage. Section 7 of the Guardianship an 
Custody of Infants Act, 1886, enacts that ‘‘in any case where a decree for 
judicial separation or a decree either nisi er absolute for divorce shall be pro- 
nounced, the court pronouncing such decree may thereby declare the parent 
by reason of whose conduct such decree is made to bea on unfit to have 
the custody of the children (if any) of the marriage ; and in such a case the 
parent so declared to be unfit shall not, upon the death of the other 
parent, be entitled as of right to the custody or hip of such 
children.”’ Evidence was given as to the desertion of the respondent, and 
in order to shew that the respondent was “ unfit’’ within the meaning of 
the Act, evidence of his adultery also was given. Oounsel cited Skinner v. 
Skinner (13 P. D. 90), in which such an ordes as was now prayed for 
was made. There being no opposition in that case or in this, counsel 
contended that to obtain such an order it was not incumbent on the 
petitioner to shew a case of great aggravation ; for a decree of judicial 
separation could be granted for adultery alone, or cruelty alone, or even 
desertion alone. But even if it was necessary to shew a serious 
and grave case against the respondent, what more would the court 
require than the fact that the respondent had never contributed to the 
maintenance of his children? The court ought not to shrink from making 
the declaration prayed for, for the order was no absolute bar to the respon- 
dent hereafter, because although the wife might appoint a testamentary 
guardian the Uhancery Division could alter the order of this court on the 
death of the wife; but for all that the order was of great value because by 
—* ~ onus of proving that the respondent was a fit person would be 
shifted. 

Jzune, P., in giving judgment, said that, subject to strict proof of the 
marriage, which was Scotch, being given, a decree of judicial separation 
would be pronounced with costs against the respondent. But as to 
the declaration asked for, it was, so faras he was aware, a new case, for the 
circumstances of Skinner v. Skinner (13 P. D. 90) could not be said to be 
the same as here. In his view the facts proved in that case were of an 
abominable character, but they could not be said to be so here. Adultery, 
desertion, and cruelty were the common incidents of cases where a 
judicial separation was — for, and there was nothing in them 
that ought to prevent a respondent from having the custody of his children 
hereafter. The court was loth to inflict such a stigma on a husband as to 
say that he was unfit for all time to have the custody of his children, for it 
would seem to be a prejudging of his future conduct. The declaration, 
therefore, would not be made, but the petitioner would have the custody 
of the children while she lived.—CounseL, Newson, So icrrons, Curwen ¢ 
Carter. 

[Reported by Gwynwxz Hatt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—King’s Bench Division. 
THE KING v. DOLBY. Er parte NORTHFIELD AND OTHERS, 
Div. Court, 14th March, 


Loca, Government—Disrricr Counciz—Crrrionani—Oost or Reparntine 
Parivats Omnisus—Irem DrsaLtowep ny AvupiIToR AND SuRCHARGED ON 
Mempers or THE Boarp. 






bring up a disallowance D bum - 
stances. in SvU the FE t Ham tric Dound an to 
enablé their members the more easily to superintend their officials and 
employees engaged in out work the council had authorized to be 


done, and although “‘ objection ’’ was taken to the purchase of the omnibus 
at the time, the Local Government Board the 0 gear 

Last yeas, however, the council had bad the ———— and the 
arms of the board emblazoned on the panels at a cost of £13 odd. This 
item the auditor disallowed, and surcharged the members of the council 
with the costs thus incurred. On ts es Se ore 


district was a very one, and that as members were entitled to 
reimbursed “‘ 3 cost of keeping up the omnibus 
An moreover, was the only means of obtaining 

















) the Act of 1872. The tes 
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| Koss and Crown Inn, Tamworth, to a site at the corner of Church- 
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cheap conveyance, as there was no such thing asa cab rank in the whole 

district, and cabs had to be secured by telegram or special messenger. 

The council had purchased bicycles for some of their employees to 

enable them to do their work more quickly, and no exception was taken 

to that, and on the same principle this was a reasonable expenditure, and 
thouJd have been allowed by the auditor. 
Tux Covar (Lord Atverstone, C J., and Dartive and Cuannext, JJ.) 

* held that the expenditure being incurred to enable the members of the 
council to perform their ordinary as distinguished from any extraordinary 
duties, the expendi'ure was not lawful. They therefore refused to grant a 
$ certiorari.—Counset, Macmorran, K.C., and Lewis Thomas ; S. G. Lushington. 

Soxricrrors, Wilson § Co. ; Landon & Co. 

{Reported by Exsxine Rerp, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. } 

THE KING v. THE JUSTICES OF TAMWORTH. Ex parte CLARKE 

AND OTHERS. Div. Court, 14th March. 

Licenstnc Acrs—Certiornarni—Conrirmine AvTHoRITy, ORDER oFr— 

Justices—Bras, Likein0op or—Licenstne Act, 1872 (35 & 36 Vict. 

c. 94), ss. 38, 60. 

In _ this case a rule for a certiorari had been obtained to bring up an 
order of the justices confirming the removal of a licence, that it might be 
— onthe ‘ground of bias on the part of some of the justices and 
| pecuniary interest _o e ft ope. It was proposed to remove the 





street. It was sabmitted that as some of the jpetices were members of 
borough council, and had as such approved plans for the new building, by 
which's crest amount of Tand given by the brewers was to be thrown 
into a new street, they were biassed, and one of these gentlemen was also 
diequalified by the fact fhat he held shares in Allsopps (Limited). It 
was also said that they were biassed becauce the brewers—Messrs. James 
Eadie (Limited), of Burton-on-Trent—had offered, if a licence was 
granted to the new house, to give the site of the old Rose and Crown to 
the corporation to be used tor street widening and also six cottages 
adjoining the cld inn; and further, the brewers offered to relinquish the 
licence ot another house in Tamworth. 

Tus Court di:charged the rule. 

Lord Atvenrstonez, C.J., said the rule was moved upon affidavits which 
stated the possible bias of certain justices who were members of the 
corporation of Tamworth, and also on the ground that one of the justices 
had an interest which prohibited him irom sitting under section 60 of 

was ¥ under the circumstances there 





likelinood that there would h 
a Pe ylassed. 
giving to the town the site of the old inn, and 
were willing also to give up another existing licence. The magistrates 
would be justified in considering both these offers when dealing with the 
transfer of the licence. The third point raised was that when the new 
premiees were licenced and fitted up the street would be widened, but it 
seemed clear on the evidence that the widening of the street had been 
determined upon by the Streets Committee, and did not depend 
on any offer of the brewers. Before the confirming tribunal, 
where the objection was taken to the magistrates who were 
sitting, the offer appeared to have been withdrawn. The question 
was, therefore, whether the magistrates here would be likely to 
be biassed because of the hope and expectation that the brewers would 
carry out their original intention, though they had withdrawn it. 
It seemed to him, applyiog strictly the rule laid down in Reg. v. 
Justices of Sunderland (1901, 2 K. B. 357), that the evidence here was 
insufficient. ‘Ihe magistrates also had filed affidavits stating that they had 
ered the matter independently, that they were not influenced, that 
they thought it good for the town to have better premises, and that also 
the number of licences was being reduced. There remained a further 
point which was not without difficulty. The fourth magistrate nad, it 
was said, shares in Alisopps (Limited), but on the whole he thought it 
would be wrong to put such a limited construction on sections 60 and 38 of 
the Act of 1872 snd their provisos as to hold that the licence was bad 
because this magistrate had adjudicated on the licence. if any person 
was to sit on a licensing committee —for example, a brewer—and the case 
made was that he was biassed m fact, or was likely to be biassed, different 
contiderations would arise. The rule would be discharged, but uo order 
would be made as to costs, as, assuming the court had power to make an 
order, which vas doubtful, in his opinion, this was not a case for costs. 
Daxuine and CHanngx1, JJ., concurred, Kule discharged accordingly. — 
CounseL, Gerrard Laing, and George Elliott ; Hextall. Souicirors, Andrew, 
Wood, Purves, § Co., for J H. Dewes, Tamworth ; Braikenridge § Edwards, 
for Nevill, Atkins, & Mathews, Tamworth. 
[Reported by Exsxive Rev, Eeq., Barnster-at-Law, | 


THE KING v. FRENCH AND OTHERS, JUSTICES. Fr porte ROBERTS. 
THE SAME v. THE SAME. E£x parte SIMMONDS. Liv. Court. 13th 
and 17th March. 

Justices—Jvnispicrion—Summary Oonviction on Crarce or AssavttT— 
Ricut or Common —Qvestion as To TiTLe Tro LanD—Orrences AGAINST 
THE Person Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 100), s. 46 


In these two cases rules nisi were obtained directed to the justices of 
Soffolk for write of certiorari to quash a conviction of a Mr. W. M 
Roberts and his servant Simmonds for en assault on a Mr. J. G. Freeman. 
The question raised was whether the jurisdiction of the magistrates was 
ousted by reason of the fact that a claim of right was set up by the 
defendant Roberts, and that the assault was committed in the course 
attempt to establish that claim of right. From the affidavit on 
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both enjoyed common rights in relation to Aspall Green, in Suffolk, defen 
and that when Freeman was leading a horse and cart across the green shoul 
Roberts struck him across the back with a hunting-whip. Subsequently of a 
Roberts's servant Simmonds committed another assault on Freeman. The 34 V 
latter summoned Roberts and Simmonds for assault, and in their that 
defence a claim of right was set up to prevent Freeman from spoiling the and | 
pasture by taking a horse and cart across it. The magistrates found that had 
there was no bond fide claim of right, and convicted Roberts and Simmonds, the } 
The rules nisi were obtained on the ground that the magistrates’ conc! 
jurisdiction was ousted by there being a claim of right. It was prem 
contended in support of the rules that the justices’ jurisdiction was to th 
ousted by the Offences Against the Person Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vict. c. 100), such 
which provides by section 46 that ‘‘ nothing herein contained shall author- the re 
ize any justices to hear aud determine any case of assault or battery in hfe it 
which any question shall arise as to the title to any lands, tenements, or 14 Ge 
hereditaments, or any interest therein or accruing therefrom.’’ The Howa 
following cases were cited in support of that contention: Queen v. Pearson Dig. 
(L. R. 5 Q. B. 237,18 W. R. Dig. 58), Hall v. Harding (4 Burr. 2426), the p 
Davies y. Williams (16 Q. B. 546), Perry v. Fitzhowe (8 Q,. B. 757), and Jones ipnoc 
v. Jones (1 H. & C. 1, 11 W. B. Dig. 156). Leak 
Tue Court (Lord Atverstone, & J., and Daruinc and Onanngtu, JJ.) mitte 
reserved judgment. ; bape ; ; wy 
Lord ALversTong, O.J., in the course of his judgment, said the question Ford | 
raised was whether there was any jurisdiction in the magistrates to ignor 
entertain the matter on the — that it came within the proviso of recov 
section 46 of the Act of 1861. The complainant and Roberts both had Tui 
rights of common over 4 certain piece of land, and it appeared that for dismi: 
some days before the assault complained of Freeman had been carting Lor 
goods acrors the grassin a way which Roberts objected to. It did not 7 the li 
appear tbat Roberts had given him any notice of nis objection, or raised ( action 
any question as to what he was doing until the day the assault occurred. | equity 
The magistrates convicted both the defendants, and came to the conclusion enter¢ 
that the objection raised under the’proviso to section 46 of the Act of 1861 was ¢ 
was a frivolous one. That section prohibited the magistrates from ment 
adjudicating on any assault and battery in which any question arose ‘‘ as tion 
to the title to any lands, tenements, or hereditaments, or any interest and €: 
therein or accruing therefrom.” In the present case it was argued that that 
because the question as to the right of common was connected with the right. 
assault the justices had no juriediction. He, the learned judge, was of case f 
opinion that the magistrates were quite right, and that the point was not into 
a good one, and that the section could not be construed by holding that whose 
any question of an interest in land, whenever and however raised, wae The r 
sufficient to oust their jurisdiction. The magistrates’ jurisdiction was mone) 
ousted when a question as te ue title to any land or any interest therein y & gen 
arose in the course of the p ings, and it did got make such a question occas 
arise in the proceedings because one of the defendants said he owned land or provec 
p ssessed land on which the assault took place. In this case no question o them: 
itle to lands arose at all, nor any questionof any title to any interest in lands. the on 
Both parties were admitted to be commoners and to have rights on the land. paid n 
No question of the right of one person or another arose in the present pro- misrey 
ceedings. It was a question of their both b-iag where they had a rignt to Da 
be, and an assault takiug place; and the magistrates came to a right con- Appea 
clusion when they considered that the defence raised by the defendant ond * 
that there was a claim of right was a frivolous one. No question of title H. W. 
arose, and both the appeals ought to be dismissed. Lanca. 
Darina, J., agreed. 
CHANNELL, J., 1n the course of his judgment said, that their judgment 
proceeded on the reading of the statute so as to make the word title in 
section 46 govern both the words ‘to lands” and also ‘“‘any iuterest 
therein or accruing therefrom.”’ ‘here was no question as to the title to J 
any interest in any land or any interest accruing from the land in this case. 
Rules discharged.—CounseL, Walter Stewart ; Avory, K.O., and W. Rowley — 
Elliston. Souuorrons, Morris § Bristow, for Lawton, Warnes, & Sons, Kye ; ANKE 
Guscotte § Fowler. —* 
[Reported by E. G. Srituwsex., Esq., Barrister-at-Law. | A 
THE BRITISH WORKMAN’S AND GENERAL ASSURANCE CO. (LIM.) aan 
(Appellants) ». CUNLIFFE (Respondent). Div. Court. 12th March, 1901, « 
Lire Insurance—IuuecaL Potroy—Wanrt or Insvkas_e Interest—Mis- ‘ approv 
REPRESENTATION OF LAW—Recovenry or Premiums—14 Geo. 3, c. 48, 8. 1. the 30 
Oase stated by justices in and for the county of Lancaster. At the —_ 
Leigh Petty Sessions on the 24th of October, 1901, a claim was preferred J 
by the respondent against the appellants, claiming the return of the sum on the 
ot £5 168., being the amount of certain premiums paid by him to them in that tl 
respect of a policy dated the 22nd of May, 1899, ivsued by the appellants decide 
to the respondent on the life of Peter Hampson, the respondent’s brother- ons os 
in-law. The jollowing facts appeared in the case as found by the justices : F —8— 
The respondent was a collier, and the appellants, an insurance company, — 
carried on businessin Birmingham and elsewhere. The policy in respect Denar 
of which the action was brought was effected on the life of a person in * — 
whose life the respondent had no ineurable interest. The policy was groun¢ 
effected through the agency of one Thomas Bibby, who was formerly in J 
the employ ot the appeliants. Bibby knew at the time that the } acne it 
respondent had no insurable interest in the life of the assured, and before lorder | 
the policy was effected he informed the respondent that the policy Oddie, 
would be al! right and that the money would be paid on the death of 4 
the assured. The justices were of opinion that the respondent 
effected the assurance relying upon the statement made to him by Bibby 
that the policy would be ‘‘ail right.“ The respondent paid weekly instal · It is 
ments * shilling amounting to the sum claimed. The respondent actions 
having been informed that the policy was bad, inasmuch as he had no and th 
insurable interest in the life of the asssured, gave notice to the appeliants sitting: 





the rules were obtained it appeared that Roberts and Freeman 
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claiming the return of the premiums paid. The appellants based their 
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defence on 8 & 9 Vict. c. 109, s. 18, which provided that no suit 
should be brought to recover money ted to abide the event 
of a wager, and on Howard v. Refuge F¥iendly Society (54 L. T. 644, 
34 W. K. Dig. 41). The justices found that there was no evidence 
that the respondent had made mi tations to the appellants, 
and on the other hand that the appellants through their egents Bibby, 
had made representations which led the respondent to believe that 
the policy would be valid and effective in law, and they came to the 
conclusion that the respondent had effected’ the ey | and paid the 
premiums relying on those representations, and that he was entitled 
to the return of such premiums. The question for the court was whether 
such findings were right. For the appellants it was now contended that 
the respondent could not recover back premiums paid on a policy on a 
hfe in which he had no insurable interest. The contract was illegal by 
14 Geo. 3, c. 48, 8. 1: Worthington v. Curtis (24 W. R. 228, 1 Oh. D. 419), 
Howard v. Refuge Assurance Co, ; Allkins v. Jupe (20. P. D. 375, 25 W. 
Dig. 265). ‘The representation could only amount to a representation that 
the policy was valid in law, and that was a representation astolaw. An 
innocent misrepregentation of law gives no right to relief of any sort: 
Leake on Contracts (3rd ed.), p. 292. For the respondent it was sub- 
mitted that the representation was one of both fact and law: West London 
Commercial Bank v. Kitson (32 W. R. 7157, 13 Q. B. D. 360), and Rashdall v. 
Ford (14 W. R. 950, L. R. 2 Eq. 750). This was the misleading of an 
ignorant man. The contract was illegal, but the respondenc could 
recover the premiums, as the contract was executory. 

Tur Court (Lord ALverstons, U.J., and Dariine and Cxannex1, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstong, ©.J., in giving judgment, said that this case was near 
the line, and it was important to keep in view the distinction between 
actions of fraud (and actions founded on mutual mistake) and claims in 
equity to have a contract rescinded on the ground that it had been 
entered into in consequence of an innocent misrepresentation. This 
was a case in which the one party was entitled to rely on the state- 
ment made by the other. The magistrates had found that the representa- 
tion led the respondent to believe that the policy would be valid 
— effective in law, and there was evidence on which they could come to 





that conclusion, for the agent said that the policy would be al! 
right. There was no suggestion of fraud on either side. The 
case fell within the cases cited where a contract had been entered 
into through _an innocent misrepresentation and the persons on 
whose behalf it was mM not entitled to retain the money. 
The rule that money paid under a mistake of fact could be recovered, yet 


money paid under a mistake of law could not, only applied to ignorance of 
at the mistak 


, @ general rule of law; and when_1¢_waa_cleer_ — 6 Was 
occasion Tepresentation by one party to the other, and it-was 
ho made 


proved that one party was ‘ignorant, of — ——— 
—— —— was not, and that the circumstances were such that 


the one party would rely on the knowledge of the other, then, if a party 
paid money over, it could not be retained by the party who had made the 
misreprecentation. 

Daring and Cuanne.t, JJ., delivered judgment to the same effect. 
Appeal dismissed with costs. Leave to appeal.—Oovnsg., Banks, K.C., 
and EF. W. Cave; L. Sanderson. Soxicrtons, Wakeford, May, & Woulfe, for 
H. W. Smallwood, Birmingham; 7. D. Jones, for T. R. Dootson, Leigh, 
Lancashire. 

[Reported by E. G. Srr.twext, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re DAY. Bx parte HAMMOND. Wright and Phillimore, JJ. 
17th March. 


Banxrurtcy—Act or Bankrurroy—Deep or AssIGNMENT FOR THE Bengrit 
or Oreprirors—NoTic8E—DxELay IN PRESENTATION oF PgtiT1IoN— Bank- 
nuptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 4 (1) (a). 

Appeal from the dismissal of a petition by the registrar of the county 
court of Norfolk holden at Great Yarmouth. On the 4th of November, 
1901, a meeting of the debtor's creditors was held and a resolution passed 
approving a deed of assignment for the benefit of creditors executed on 
the 30th of Uctober. ‘Lhe petitioning creditor was represented at the 
meeting by a solicitor who neither assented or dissented, but stated that he 
would consult his client, and reserved his right to take proceedings in 
bankruptcy. He also wrote the trustee under the deed to the same effect 
on the 80th of November, and the trustee in reply to that letter requested 
that there might be no delay in instituting proceedings if the creditor 
decided on bankruptcy. No reply was sent to this letter, and the petition 
was presented on the 27th of January, 1902. It was heard on the 14th of 
February and dirmissed on the grounds that the delay had not been satis- 
factorily explained, and that the case came within the decision of Ite Carr 
Ex parte Jacobs (50 W. B. 336, 85 L. T. 552). 

‘ue Court (Wxicur and Pum.iwore, JJ.) allowed the appeal, on the 
grounds that the creditor had expressly reserved his rights, had never 
acquiesced in the deed, and had not *‘ sat on the rail’’ as the creditor had 

| done in the case of Re Carr, Bx parte Jacobs. Appeal allowed. Receiving 
|order made.—CovunseL, Muir Mackenzie; F. Low. Soxicrrors, Gribdie, 

Oddie, § Co.; J. W. C. Daynes, Norwich. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraycxe, Eaq,, Barrister-at-Law.} 








It is stated that the trial of King’s Bench special and common jury 
actions would be discontinued at the Royal Courts after Friday (yesterday), 
and that non-jury causes will be taken during the remainder of 
sittings. 


the / Society (Limited) was held on Thursday, the 13th inst., 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Easter Vacation, 1902. 
Notice. 


There will be no sitting in court during the Easter Vacation. 

During Easter Vacation, all applications *‘ which may require to be™~ 
poe mag ed or promptly heard,’’ are to be made to the Honourable Mr. 

astice Joyce. 

Mr. Justice Joyce will act as Vacation J from Thursday, the 27th 
of March, to Monday, the 7th of A both days inclusive. 

His Lordship will sit in King’s Judges’ Obambers on Th x 
the 3rd of April. On other days within the above period, a 
a en a may be made to his lordship by post, or, 
pereonally. 

In the case of applications to the judge by post the brief of counsel 
should be sent addressed to the judge by book-post or parcel, ’ 
accompanied by office copies of the affidavits in support of the application, 
and also by a minute, on a eeparate sheet of paper signed by couneel, of 
the order he may consider the applicant enti to, and also an envelope 
capable of receiving the papers, seed as follows: * a Official 
Letter: To the Kegistrar in Vacation, Registrars’ Chambers, 
Royal Oourts of Justice, London, W.O.”’ 

On application for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of the 
writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

The address of the Vacation — — be obtained on application at 
the Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, 136, Royal Courts of Justice. 








LAW SOCIETIES. 


THE SELDEN SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the Selden Society was held on 
Wednesday in the Council-room of Lincoln’s-inn Hall. Lord MacnacuTsn 
(the president) occupied the chair. Among those present were Sir 
Howard E)phnstone, Bart. (vice-president), Justice Stirling, and 
—— Joyce. —— 

he CHAIRMAN move e ado the report, the intment of 
Mr, Justice Woils as Sonik ane in place of Lord * Stirling, 
whose term of office had , and that the megs ig eg be re- 
elected members of the council: Mr. Atkinson, . Justice Bruce, 
Mr. Carter. Mr. Justice Channell, and Mr. n Williams. He 
said that the total number of members had to 204. A 
large number of their new subscribers were public institutions, which 
was extremely satisfactory. Two volumes had been published by 
the society since the last meeting. The first was Select Pieas of the 
Forest. He had read the book with great — It was extremely 
interesting, and they were indebted to Mr. G. J. Turner for having edited 
it with so much care. The other volume, which was equally intere-ting, 
was Select Pleas, Starrs, and other Records from the of the 
Exchequer of the Jews. They were under great o to Mr. J. M. 
Rigg, who had edited the and to the Jewish Historical Society of 
England for their help in connection withite publication. He had received 
a letter from the Attorney- strongly the publication of the 
Year Books. Of course that should one by the country, but he was 
afraid that the soviety would fail to get money from the Ohancellor of the 
Exchequer for the purpore. The Attorney-General suggested that an 
application should made to the Inns of Court for assistance. The 
society were producing some of the Year Books, and one volume would be 
ublished next year, under the care of Professor Maitland. He hoped that 
ft might be possible to keep up the publication of them. Still, he doubted 
if it would be wise for the society to devote their ener to one class of 
work. He thought that many of their subscribers would prefer a echeme 
of a more diversified character. 

Lord Lixp.ey seconded the motion, and said that he was afraid, from 
the experience he had when Master of the Rolls, that the society did not 
stand much chance of getting any financial help from the Treasury. It 
was with great difficulty that he got them to extend their grant. He did 
not despair of help from the inns. The resolution was agreed to 


Sir Howaxp Etrumsrons moved a vote of thanks to Lord Justice 
Stirling for his services as a vice-president. 

Mr. Justice Joyce seconded the motion, and it was adopted. 

Lord Justice Srretine, in returning thanks, said that they had now 
entered — a great enterprize, and if it fell to the lot of the society to 
publish all the Year Books, he thought that, looking at the rate they pro- 

going, the youngest member present would be fortunate if he saw 
their completion. He @ vote of thanks to Professor Maitland 
(literary director), Mr. B. Fossett Lock —_ secretary), Mr. Minton 
(hon. treasurer), aud Messrs. Clark and Hall (auditors). 

Mr. Cracrorr seconded the proposal, which was adopted. 

On the motion of Sir Frepgxick seconded by Mr. Boypri1 
Hovauton, votes of thanks were given to the president and to the treasurers 
and benchers for the loan of the council-room. 


THE SOLICITORS’ LAW STATIONERY SOCIETY (LIMITED), 


The thirteenth annual meeting of the Solicitors’ Law Stationery 
the society's 
the chair, 


~— 


at 
head offices, 22, Ohancery-lane, Mr. Ricuanp Psennineron in 
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The report stated that the turnover had increased from £33,723 in 1900 
to £36,186 in 1901, and that the profit of the year was £1,301 12s. 2d. 
The directors recommened a dividend at the rate of 6 per cent., the writing 
off of £301 14s. 7d. from the furniture account, and the placing of £300 to 
reserve. Mr. W. A. Snarpe joined the board in January last. 

The Cuarnman moved, and Mr. Sam Brrcuam seconded, the adoption of 
the report, which was carried 

The retiring directors, Mr. Sam Bircham and Mr. Alexander Crossman, 
were re-elected, and the meeting closed with a vote of thanks to the 
chairman. 





UNITED LAW SOCIETY. 


March 17.—Mr. C. H. Kirby in the chair.—Mr. C. Kains-Jackson 
moved: ‘‘That commercial education as at present taught at the public 
echools is a mischievous sham.’’ Mr. P. B. Walmsley opposed. ‘here 
alse spoke: Messrs. A. H. Richardson, W. 8. Clayton-Greene, and J. W. 
Weigall. Mr. Kains-Jackson replied, and the motion was carried by two 
votes. 








THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY ON LAND 
TRANSFER. 


Tue following is the report of the Committee on Land Transfer con- 
sisting of the Rt. Hon. Sir Henry Fowler, G.C.S8.1., M.P., president; Sir 
A. K. Rollit, M.P., vice-president; Messrs. Acton, Addison, Attlee, 
Barker, Beale, Blyth, Cheston, Ellett, Godden, Gouldsmith, Gray Hill, 
Green, Gribble, Howlett, Humfrys, King, Margette, Marshall, Mathews, 
Miine, Morrell, Pennington, Taylor, and Wightman, which was adopted 
by the Uouncil on the 7th of February last. 

The committee have considered the following resolution passed at the 
provincial meeting of the Incorporated Law Society, held at Oxford in 
Uctober last, and referred to them by the Council, namely :— 

** That in the opinion of this meeting there has been sufficient experience 
of the working of the Land Transfer Act, 1897, to justify and demand full 
inquiry into the operation and effect of compulsory registration of title.’’ 

They have also considered the following resolution, passed by the 
Council on the 10th of January, 1902, viz. : 

*“*That the Land Transfer Committee be instructed to consider and 
report generally as to the position of compulsory registration, and also as 
to the experimental character of the Act of 1897, and as to the pending 
extension to the City of London.”’ 

The committee recommend the Council : 

(1) Zo support the Corporation of London in opposing the extension of 
compulsory registration to the city. 

(2) Zo use all legitimate means in order to secure full public inquiry into the 
operation and effect of compulsory registration of title on the experience already 
afforded. 

The committee have arrived at there recommendations after full 
inquiry into the matters referred to them, and for the following reasons: 


As to THe City or Lonpon. 


The case as regards the City of London may be stated as follows: 

When the Land Transfer Bill was before the Standing Committee on 
Law of the House of Commons the Attorney-General accepted an 
amesdment making the City of London a separate county, and entitled, 
as such, to express its opinion, before the Act could be applied to the City 
of London. 

The Bill passed the Commons with the amendment proposed by the 
corporation in the form of a sub-section. 

in going back to the House of Lords the amendment was withdrawn, 
on a written assurance being given on the part of the Lord Chancellor— 
subsequently repeated verbally by him in the House of Lords—to the 
effect that the City of London must know that the Lord Uhancellor would 
not be a party to any order being made under the Act affecting the city, 
without consulting the corporation and considering its wishes, either as to 
the application of the Act, or as to any arrangement of the registry there, 
or otherwise. 

_The corporation has, from time to time, taken means to ascertain the 
views of prominent citizens and those capable of forming an opinion as to 
the desirability of applying the Act to the city—including large land- 
owners, bankers, representatives of building societies, and brewers—with 
the result that, up to the present moment, the general consensus of 
opinion is that the act ought not to be so applied. 

Acting upon the assurance given to the corporation, the Lord Obancellor 
has, from time to time, postponed the operation of the Act so far as the 
city is concerned ; the last Urder in Council having been made on the 10th 
of December, 1901, further postponing the application of the Act to the 
city until the lst of March, 1902. 

In the meantime inquiries have been continued by the corporation with 
a similar result to that before mentioned ; pointing to the urgent necessity 
for a further postponement of the Act, to admit of a full inquiry being 
made as to the working of the Act outside the county of the City of 


It will be obvious to those acquainted with the city and engaged in its 
varied transactions, and who are also uainted with the nature 
and value of city property and the mode of dealing with the same, and 
tue numberless transactions which take place daily with regard to it, that 
the Act is peculiarly unsuited to the city, which was never subject to the 
— for the registration of deeds in Middlesex. 

enormous value of property in the city has for a lengthened period 


characterized it as an area differing from any similar area in Kurope, 
and care has invariably been taken, in legislative measures, to recognize 
this fact, and to afford proper protection to the interests of the city. 

The rateable annual value of the city at the last assessment was 
£4,864,543, just about one-eighth of the value of the whole of the 
Administrative County of London. 

The city enjoys exceptional privileges, appoints it own magistrates and 
sheriffs, controls it own police, has an enormous day population, and is 
recognized as the centre of the commerce of the world. Its opinion, 
thererore, is justly entitled to most careful consideration on all matters, 
more especially the present, which so deeply affects its interests. 


As to THE ExpermantaL CHARACTER or THE Act or 1897. 


If a system is to be tried as an experiment for a certain 
period, it naturally follows that at the end of the period there 
is an inquiry in order to ascertain whether the experiment shews 
satisfactory results or the reverse. But inasmuch as the Land Registry 
offices are being enlarged at great public cost regardless of the result 
of the experiment and the Attorney-General stated in the House 
of Commons on the 25th of March, 1901, that no case for holding an 
inquiry had been established, it is advisable to put on record exactly what 
was publicly stated as to the tentative character of the Land Transfer 
Act, 1897, when it was passing through Parliament; what is to be inferred 
from the Act itself, and what was publicly stated before any order under 
it had been made. 

The Lord Chancellor stated in the House of Lords on the 4th of March, 
1897, when moving the second reading of the Bill: ‘‘The scheme pro- 
posed by the Bill is to proceed by the most gradual steps, and to act ina 
limited area to begin with, and only to proceed by the light of experience 
and after full notice to any district likely to be affected.’’ 

The Attorney-General stated in the House of Commons on the Ist of 
July, 1897, when moving the second reading of the Bill in that House: 
‘* Power was taken by Order in Uouncil to define an area or specify a 
county within which registration of titie shall be compulsory; but power 
was reserved to the county council to object and possibly to put an end to 
the system which it was propored to establish.’’ 

The debate on the Bill in the House of Commons on the 3rd and 4th of 
August, 1897, shews clearly that compulsory registration of title was to be 
an experiment. 

The Bill received the Royal Assent on the 6th of August, 1897. Section 
20 of the Act, after providing that compulsory registration might by Order 
in Council be putin force in one county, enacted that no further orders 
were to be made except at the request of a county council, and in any case 
that no further orders were to be made until the expiration of three years 
from the meking of the first order. 

The following extracts from the Times indicate what was the public 
impression, it being then understood that the first order was to apply to 


ndon. 

On the 13th of December, 1897, the Zimes said : 

** An experiment such as will satisfy friends and foes of the measure can 
be made only in a county where titles are intricate, and where the volume 
of transactions isJarge, and where the system can be fully tested as to des- 
patch and convenience, and compared with the present methods of con- 
veyancing. For thirty years there has been theoretical discussion; 
suppose we have two or three years of actual trial.’’ 

un the 16th of February, 1898, it said : 

“It has been officially explained that even in London the Act will only 
be brovght in gradually. If after a fair trial itis proved that it does not 
work satisfactorily, that it impedes freedom of transaction and tends to 
increase rather thun to diminish legal expenses, there will be no difficulty 
in reverting to the present state of things.’’ 

This had reference to a letter dated the 18th of January, 1898, from the 
Privy Council to the London County Council inviting the latter body to 
consent to compulcory registration of title in the Administrative County of 
London. After stating that it was proposed that the order, should take 
effect progressively, the letter continued : 

“This method of carrying the order into effect will have the 
advantage of not throwing immediately a very heavy burden on the 
registry, and will also afford such an opportunity as the county council 
appear to desire of estimating the value of the work as it proceeds, and of 
watching generally the progress of the Act. 

‘‘T am to add that any representations which their experience of the Act 
may lead the county council to make would undoubtedly receive careful 
consideration.”’ 

The resolution of the county council was as follows : 

** Resoived: That the Privy Council be informed that the London 
County Council relies on the order applying the Land Transfer Act, 1897, 
to London being so framed that it shall be made to take effect according 
to the terms of the letter from the Privy Council dated the 18th of January, 
1898.”’ 

The first Order in Council was made on the 18th of July, 1898 

It cannot be said tbat the compulsory system has not had a fair trial in 
the three years’ experiment under the Act. The Department has been in 
possession of ample pecuniary means and income owing to the large 
revenues from the Land Charges and Searches Act, 1888, and the Middlesex 
Registry Acts, which have been diverted and appropriated to the service of 
the Department. The officials were assis by Sir Ford North, Sir 
Howard Elphinstone, and others, who were associated with Mr. Brickdale, 
who is now registrar, in the great task of framing regulations 
and machinery in the bope of overcoming the difficulties inherent in the 
subject. Notwithstanding this array of practical talent, the rule-making 
body sat at work for nearly three hundred hours on the compilation of 


280 rules and 67 forms, framed with a view to making the Acts workable. 
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For this purpose it seems to have been necessary in effect to repeal part of 
the Act by the rules. Finally, a large and wealthy area was selected for 
the experimental operation. The Act of 1897 provided that any one 
county might be selected. Instead of a geographical county the lot fell on 
the Administrative County of London, comprising districts formerly within 
of Middlesex, Exsex, Kent, Surrey, and including a population of 
4,536,000 people; and freehold and leasehold property im value 
robably much exceeding the amount of the National debt. 
t is not clear that Parliament contemplated such an area. It will, 
however, render it impossible for anyone to say that the experiment 
is not sufficient; and, further, in the inquiry which it is conceived Parlia- 
ment must hold into the result, it will be possible to learn not only the 
opinions of individual bodies, but also of governing bodies of the 
metropolitan boroughs, as well as of the corporation of the City of 
London. 
In point of staff, the experiment has been tried in no niggardly spirit. 
The following table shews the growth in the salaries and expenses in the 
Land Registry Office : 


& 
1897-8 ... ; ose ove eee 7,863 
1898-9 ... ove eee eee one 11,949 
1899-1900 wes oe 18,830 
1900-1 ... 38,393 


The committee therefore have come to the conclusion that the Act of 
1897 was passed, and the first Order in Council accepted, on the assurance 
that compulsory registration of title was to be an experiment, and that an 
opportunity would be given of estimating the value of that experiment. 
This can be secured only by an indepenaent inquiry into the working of 
the system. The question to be answered is whether the Act has resulted 
in benefit to landowners by increarirg facilities for transfer and by reducing 
present or future expenses, and the committee have reason to believe that 
a large body of evidence would be produced shewing that the result has 
been disastrous. 

Orner Reasons ror aN Inquiry. 


But apart from official assurances on the subject, there is a strong case 
for an inquiry. Thesystem established by Lord Westbury’s Act of 1862 
was inquired into and condemned ; the system established by Lord Cairns’ 
Act of 1875 was inquired into and condemned. Oompulsion has been 
applied to enforce the adoption of the latter system, in a modified form, 
and the time has come when its operation should also become the subject 
of full public inquiry. 

The City of London, to which, against the wishes of the corporation and 
of many influential citizens, compulsory registration is proposed to be 
extended, as well as the county councils in ali parts of England with whom 
further extensions rest, are entitled to be informed whether registration of 
title does indeed facilitate the transfer of land, and to know the facts with 
reference to the question of expense. 

On this. point it is not generally known that since compulsion was 
applied the official fees have been doubled. 

The following table shews the rice of official fees for registration with a 
possessory title :— 











! 
Value of Land | 1875 1889 1897 
£ } £54 £ ad. £ s. d, 
mm a ‘es 026 05 0 060 
ce RE ad 012 6 015 0 110 0 
1,000 ose oes coe | 160 110 0 800 
5,000 eos eee irl 46560 410 0 900 
10,000 | 615 0 700 la 0 0 
| 











In a report dated the 25th of May, 1893, the Council, comparing the 
fees of 1875 and 1889, said: ‘* If now, when the system depends on its own 
advantages and convenience, the officials so largely increase fees, what are 
they likely to do when, owing to the system being compulsory, the public 
are at their mercy? ’’ 

It would be difficult for any person acquainted with the Acts of 1875 
and 1897 and the rules to attempt to maintain that they constitute a 
a which is not abnormally defective in detail and doubtful in 
principle. 

It is to be regretted that such an imperfect system should have been 
rendered partially compulsory; but now that the system has been in force 
jor three years and upwards, when many shortcomings have been 
revealed, and the officers at the Land Registry and others have had time 
for amore careful survey of the statutory provisions, there is still less 
excuse for extending the compulsory provisions until a thorough inquiry 
and revision has been made. 

Though the books, whether written by officers of the Land Registry or 
dy others, relating to the Acts and Rules call attention to many grave 
mistakes, it may be advisable to set out here a few matters bearing on the 
difficulties and objections connected with the Acts and Rules. 

(i.) The Act of 1875 contains 129 sections, of which many are obsolete 
by reason of changes in the general law, and others are ed, or in effect 
repealed, by the act of 1897 or the rules. The Act of 1897 contains twenty- 
six sections and two schedules. Apart from fee orders and rules, there 
are 280 general rules and sixty-seven prescribed forms. Itis obvious that if 
the experience obtained in the course of the working of the system 
warrants its adoption, then the statutory provisions must be consolidated 
with such amendments as may be found desirable. The present condition 
of affairs cannot possibly be allowed to remain, 

(i.) Assuming that in England it is impracticable to work a register 
which is a mirror of the landowner’s title, still a grave question arises 








whether the Acts of 1875 and 1897 have not gone too far in the opposite 
direction, and thus, by reason of the multiplicity of matters excluded from 
the register, rendered the registration of land of less value to the pro- 
prietor than necessary. 

For instance, there seems to be no sufficient reason why a registered 
proprietor as such should not be given a right to lease the land or grant 
earements or rights in respect of it just as much as he is given a right to 
transfer the land on a sale. * 

(iii.) Again, the principle of retaining all registered dispositions at the 
registry, and not permitting them to be taken away save under an order 
of the registrar or of the court, and of enabling the registrar in certain 
cases to destroy them, has caused an unnecessary amount of 
expense; for in all cases where something is to be done which requires 
separate proof off the register, then an additional deed is required, which 
would not be so required under the ordinary tice. There is no 
provision for making office copies of the instruments sufficient evidence. 

(iv.) Very great inconvenience has already been experienced in regard to 
the cumpletion of certain transactions. 

Take the case of the purchase of land where the purchaser is borrowing 
on the land part of the money required to complete his purchase. The 
vendor refuses to hand over the transfer and certificate till he gets his 
money ; the mortgagee does not wish to lend his money until his charge is 

i , and the purchaser cannot complete till he gets his advance. 
To ray that this might be remedied by a stop caution, under which no 
entries are to be e for a fixed period except the tion of the 
purchaser and of the registered charge, is beside the point, for no rule 
authorizes any such stop caution. The resultis in practice that most 
complicated arrangements, involving extra deeds, have to be made to 
tatisfy the mortgagee. 

(v.) Many instances can be adduced of the manner in which, when the 
Act of 1897 was prepared, the general law relating to the subject in 
question was ignored, with the n result that confusion of the worst 
character arises. A few examples may be given. 

(a2) A tenant by the curtesy is by the Settled Land Act, 1882, made the 
proper person to make a title to the land. Under the Act of 1875 he was. 
treated as an incumbrancer. The Act of 1897 ignores the vital change in 
his position effected by the Settled Land Act. 

(b) Section 6 of the Act of 1897 relating to settled land seems to have 
—_ —— with complete disregard of the provisions of the Settled 

cts. 

Thus section 24 of the Act of 1882 is ignored in several details. For 
instance, no provision is made for enabling the tenant for life of lease- 
holds to take a transfer of them, so as to enable him, particularly where 
the trustees have no power of sale, to be registered. 

Again, the question as to whether the registration of a tenant for life is 
a sufficient compliance with the compulsory provisions of the Act of 1897 
— Us a ti f the Conveyancing Act, 1881, certain general 

(c) Under section 6 o e Conve: g Act, » cer gen 
words are impliod iu the purchaser’s conve unless a contrary intention 
is shewn. But when he comes to register his title in compliance with the 
compulsory provisions, he finds that no such general words are implied in 
wg —— the result is that * some —— or is made 
in the certificate to property intended to pass er the general 
words, he will not 225 obtain the 1 estate in that property. 

The above are only a few instances of difficulties arising under 
system. If the Committee of Ing is constituted it will be safe to 
predict that their report will condemn the system, or at least be in favour 
of a thorough recasting of the statutory provisions before any further trial 
is given. 

t is confidently asserted that it can be shewn that the working of the 
Acts during the last three years has been most unsatisfactory. To give a 
list of failures would render this report too long, but the body entrusted 
with the proposed mquiry must be prepared to deal with a large number 
of cases which have occurred. 


Score or Tue Inquiry. 


The terms of reference in the inquiry should be wide enough to cover 
the following questions and matters : 

(a2) Whether the result of registration with a possessory title under the . 
Acts of 1875 and 1897 has not been to increase costs of transactions 
which have been carried out under the Acts. 

(6) What pecuniary benefits have been derived, or may be expected to 
be derived, by landowners to compensate them for the additional expenses 
incurred on registration with a possessory title ? 

(c) Whetber tbe costs and expenses generally in relation to dealings 
with land registered under the Acts of 1875 and 1897, having regard to 
the number of traneactions which require to be perfected by instruments 
off the register, compare favourably with the costs and expenses which 
would be incurred if the land were tered ? 

(d) Whether the time occupied in with registered land, whether 
capable of being carried out on the register or not, is not in the majority 
of cases lon ; than the time which would be occupied if the land were 

8 Whether the principle of the Acts of 1875 and 1897 is not defective ? 

Whether the system introduced by the Acts is in practice an 
improvement on the system of al conveyancing in force in England? 

(K} Whether the Acts require any and'what amendment, and whether 

er re w 
they should not be consolidated of te-drafted P 
6 committee in the Sevag pee ve not thought it necessary to 
into the history — —— 8 


—— . But 
as report may come into the hands of persons not conversant with 
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the subject, the committee have added as an appendix a short statement 
to which such latter persons may refer for information. 


APPENDIX. 


ReoistRation oF Tite, AND THE CrrcuMsTaNces LEADING UP TO 
CompvuLsion, 


Registration of title in England dates from the Registration of Titles 
Act, 1862, commonly referred to as Lord Westbury’s Act. That Act 
provided only for indefeasible titles, and contemplated the record on the 
register of— 

(a) An exact description of the land ; 

(6) A statement of the person entitled to such land ; 

(c) A statement of the incumbrances on such land and of the persons 
entitled thereto. 

Such a register would have had many advantages. A purchaser need 
obly have examined the register ia order to see what he was purchasing, 
who was entitled to cell, and what, if any, were the incumbrances to be 
cleared off, and in simple cases, free from difficulties as to title or 
transfer, would have gone far to realize the popular idea that land should 
be transferable as easily as stock. The Act was the outcome of about 
eight years’ laborious inquiry and preparation. Registration under it 
was permissive. In the year 1863 eight titles were registered; in 1864 
there were again eight: in 1865 the number was forty-eight; and in 1866 
it was one hundred and five, a slow but steady rise in four years, indicating 
that landowners’ and their advisers were disposed to give the systema 
trial; and there can be no reasonable doubt that, had they found 
that the expense and delay apparently from any system of 
Lend Registry, and especially to a system involving a survey of 
the land and an investigation of the title, had be counterbalanced 
by the advantages, or by whe enhanced price obtained for registered 
land, the Act would by this time have been adopted throughout 
England. But it was not so. After 1866 the number of titles registered 
fell off ; then several titles were removed from the register. In 1870 the 
number of titles registered amounted only to twenty-nine, m 1875 the 
number wa: four. The Act, in fact, failed to commend itself to land- 
owners, snd was declared to be a failcre by the report of the Koyal 
Commission issued in the year 1870, 

But an official department and vested interests had been created, and in 
1875 an Act was passed, termed ‘‘an Act to simplify titles and facilitate 
the transfer of land in England.’’ This Act was supposed to be based on 
the experience gained under Lord Westbury’s Act, and was to succeed 
where that Act failed. Ifpossible, it failed more conspicuously than the 
former Act. The causes of its failure were inquired into by a Select 
Committee of the House of Commons appointed in 1878, which reported in 
1879 Thisis usually known as Mr. Usborne Morgan’s Committes. The 
committee reported that the Act of 1875 might be considered to have 
become for all practical purposes a dead letter, and that compulsion was 
not possible. 

Lord Cairns, then Lord Chancellor, gave evidence before the committee, 
and stated that he had not seen any way in which registration could be 
made compulsory. The committee reported that the Act of 1875 thad failed, 
because the public, rightly or wrongly, had made up their miuds that the 
advantages offered by the new system did not compensate the outlay and 
trouble, and because Englishmen preferred as a rule to manage their own 
affairs in their own way, and did not like to run the gauntlet of official 
scrutiny upon every fresh dealing, aggravated by the fear of the detection of 
a flaw in their title. They added that they were informed by Mr. Follett 
and Mr. Holt, the successive registrars under the Act, that no system of 
registration could be devised which would be voluntarily adopted, and 
that the committee thought it would be very difficult to force upon every 
purchaser or mortgagee a mode of dealing with his property which not one 
in 20,000 at present adopted of his own accord, and that in arriving at this 
conclusion the committee were only acting upon the axiom laid down by 
the Royal Commissioners of 1868 in their report, and which they believed 
to be ectly sound: ‘‘That for an institution to flourish in a free 
country it must offer to the people the thing that they want.”’ 

The inherent difficulty in the system was forcibly expressed in 1886 in 
awork on Registration of Title to Land, the author of which was then 
in‘a position and thoroughly competent to express an independent opinion 
on the subject. He stated (p. 4) : 

** Consiaering that our registry has never yet succeeded in giving 
uniform satisfaction to those who use it, that such improvements as are 
now proposed are not founded on any successful experience, but are mere 
experiments, and that it is by no fneans clear that the system isa desirable 
one for all c’asses of property in this country, it seems not altogether 
impossible that by the universal compulrory imposition of such a system 
the old fable of the frogs and their king would receive a fresh and very 
lively illustration.’’ 

And he adds (p. 50) :— 

** Prima facie, 1t would certainly appear that no system really beneficial 
to landowners would require to be forced upon them, and, of course, to 
- —— to any system not really beneficial would be a wild 

” 


Me farther added (p. 40) :-— 

“‘ The proposal is to enforce the registration of a possescory title on every 
purchase of land after the passing of the Act. By this means the whole 
land of the country will gradually come on to the register, and every 
estate so registered will, in the course of eome twenty or thirty years after 
being so registered, be provided with a registered title as good a; absolute, 
for the practical purposes of sale, if not of mortgage also. ‘he disadvan- 


gratis, the expense also; this would be greatly felt in small properties, 
The benefit, supposing it to be beneficial, is not immediate; and it ig 
open to three turther objections, common to all compulsory schemes ; 
first, in many instances it will imposs itself upon property to which regis- 
tration is probably not at all suited; second, it will necessitate the sudden 
opening of a complete official establishment capable of dealing with the 
entire purchase and sale business of the country from the first moment of 
its existence* ; and third, considering that ex hypothesi nearly all persons 
transacting business in the office will be doing so unwillingly (for if they 
would go willingly there is no need of compulsion), the chances of failure 
will be enormously increased, in which case business will be impeded to a 
most inconvenient extent, and the entire system receive a serious, if not a 
fatal, blow.’’ 

Lord Cairne, having apparently satisfied himself that a popular system 
of official registration was impracticable, devoted himself to the much 
greater reforms embodied in the Conveyancing Act of 1881 and the Settled 
Land Act, 1882, under which titles have been greatly simplified, and land 
transfer has really been vastly facilitated, so that it is now carried through 
easily and quickly at fixed ad valorem charges, no longer varying with the 
length of the documents, and so moderate in amount that it is impossible 
to suppose that dealings in land are now restricted by reason of the cost 
of transfer. 

Mr. Follett, the registrar, who was examined before Mr. Osborne 
Morgan’s Committee in 1878, handed in a statement shewing that the 
registry had not during the preceding five years registered on an av 
one title a month. He stated that he could suggest no plan short of 
absolute compulsion which would make the public resort to registration. 
He had recommended compulsion very strongly to Lord Selborne. 

Mr. Holt, the assistant registrar, handed to the committee ‘' Sugges- 
tions for and sketch of p!an for the compulsory registration of title.” 

In fact, an office had been created, it nad failed to attract, and compul- 
tion was to be applied to force the public into it. 

The financial results of the system, and the steps taken to conceal its 
failure in that respect, should not be lost sight of. 

From the year 1862 to the year 1889 it was carried on at a loss which 
cannot have been less than £100,000. For the five years preceding the 
year 1889 the loss was £20,092 13s. 1d. 

Subsequently to the year 1888 the Land Registry acquired the fees under 
the Land Charges and Searches Act, 1888, from which a profit of about 
£2,000 a year arises from the excess of the fees charged beyond the scale 
which would provide for the expenses of the register, and no more. The 
Act of 1888 had nothing to do with registration of title. 

Again, later, in 1891, the Middlesex Registry, which again had nothing 
to do with registration of title, was transterred to the same office, with a 
profit income of about £10,000 per annum, derived from the owners and 
lessees of property in the county of Middlesex. Tois was nothing short of 
a scandal, inasmuch as the office of registrar in the Middlesex Registry 
was a sinecure office, and the opportunity which the death of the holder 
afforded should have been teken in order to abolish the registry entirely, 
in accordance with the unanimous recommendation of a Royal Commission 
made as far back as tue year 1870, ‘The Commissioners stated “‘ that the 
registry causes a great increase of trouble and expense, affords no 
additional security or other special advantage,’’ and should be abolished 
“from as early a date as pos-ible. Mr. Usborne Morgan’s Committee 
stated that “the Middlesex Registry is unhesitatingly condemned by 
every witness who has tried it.” Beyond doubt, the surplus revenue 
ought at all events to have been given back to Middlesex in the form of a 
contribution to the rates, as is done in Yorkshire. 

The effect of these transactions was to increase the income of the Land 
Registry Office from £774 in the year 1887-8 to £20,139 in the year 
aan and to convert a deficit exceeding £2,000 into a surplus exceeding 

2,000. 

As regards any demand for land registration by the general public, it 
may safely be said that with very few exceptions they have not the expert 
knowledge necessary to a just appreciation of the reasons for and against 
registration of title, and cau only judge of it by experience of its effect in 
practical operation, Asa whole they have a vague idea that the transfer 
of land ought to be as simple as the transfer ot stock. Again, some have 
heard that registration of title has succeeded in Australia, and they 
conclude that registration of title would succeed in England, not knowing 
that the circumstances are entirely different. 

In the absence of effective lay opinion on the question, the opposition to 
the compulsory enforcement of a system which had, after exhaustive 
inquiry by Royal Commission and Parliamentary Committees, been declared 
to be a failure, necessarily devolved upon the only class concerned in the 
evers(lay details of land transfer—viz., the solicitors, and it was easy 
enough to raise the cry that they were actuated eolely by self-interest. 
No better answer to this can be made than again to quots an extract 
from the work already referred to. The author says, p. 51:— 

** Whence came the cry for compulsion? There is not the slightest 
doubt that it had its birth in a belicf that once prevailed extensively that 
the failure of the system was due to the seltish hostility of solicitore. 
‘English landowners being an attorney-ridden people, option in these 
matters, though nominally given to the proprietor, is virtually given to 
his solicitor’ (Torrens, p. 44) ; and hence, having heard of some instances 
in which solicitors advised their clients not to register, and others in which 
they even went so far as to insist on titles being taken off the register 
before they would have anything to do with them, the distinguished 
originator of the Australian system persuaded himself that success would be 
impossible until landowners were protected from this ‘ uvfair pressure’ by 


— — — — — — — — 


* This objecticn was int-nded to be met by the provisio s ecatain d in the Act of 





tages of the plan are that in any case it must somewhat increate the 
immediate trouble of all next eales, and, unless, first registration is made 


1897 that the compulsory syet:m should be mtroduced tentatively ia the first instance, 
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having no option left them in the matter. But there is no excuse for 
persons — this opinion now. Tho erideno⸗a given before the Royal 
Commissioners of 1868 and Mr. O. Morgan’s Committee, completely dis- 
poses of all such explanations as the hostility of solicitors. ‘The people 
who had tried registration state very clearly that it had caused serivus 


expense and inconvenience without doing any appreciable good in return 
. 82). 
Oy commissioners themselves say of the solicitors : 

‘¢ These gentlemen were not hostile to the plan of registration ; on the 
contrary, they came into the office sincerely intending to use its machinery 
for the benefit of their clients ’’ (Report 1870, p. 15, para. 12). 

In another place the commissioners, after pointing out what a lucrative 
operation to solicitc rs’ registrations were, proceed to sum the matter up 


us : 
a There is always in all callings of life « large number of individuals 
who dislike and suspect all change as such, but tt ese always follow when 
when a lead has once been made in a good direction, and it is clear in this 
case that the dislike to the existing system proceeds from men who 
honestly tried to work it, and who wish for some workable system, and are 
in such a position that their houses would not only have set an example, 
which, if successful, others must eventually follow, but would of them- 
selves have supplied the registry with as much business as its present staif 
could discharge ’’ (1870, p. 16, para, 20). a ; : 

Altogether the language used with regard to solicitors gives considerable 
justification for the remark made by one of them to the Commissioners of 
1868, that the blame so often thrown upon them wa: “a calumny invented 
by the authors and abettors of a bad piece of legislation with a view to 
find a plausible excuse for its failure.” 

This remark is no less applicable at the present time than it was in 


1868. 

Notwithstanding the accumulating force of responsible opinion and 
experience against the system, and —— against compulsion, the 
official department naturally persevered in the effort to sustain and extend 
their office. 

In 1889 a Bill was introduced to apply compulsion without succ:ss, and 
again in 1893 and 1894, and finally in 1897 the promoters of the system 
succeeded in passing the Land Transfer Act, 1897, which provided for an 
experimental trial for three years in one county only. _ 

The position of the Council in relation to this e ental measure 
is thus stated in the annual report of the society for the year 1897 : 

“While the Council still held to their opinion that the compulsory 
registration of land would not confer the benetits claimed by its advocates, 
they saw that the leaders of both parties in Parliament were favourable to 
it, and that among the general public there wa; an idea that registration 
would both simplify and cheapen the transfer of land. It has never been 
the practice of this society to resist measures deemed to be for the public 
benefit, except so far as to prevent crude and hasty legislation, and their 
action hitherto in opposing Bills having for their object the compulsory 
registration of land has been justified by the amendments and additions 
now introduced.”’ 

Now, however, the opinion held by the society is being amply justified. 
No laymen are in a better position to judge between the relative advantages 
of the official and the non-official systems from the landowners’ point of 
view than the officers of the great building societies. The following 
extracts are taken from the report of the Building Societies’ Association 
for the year 1901 and from speeches delivered at the annual meeting of 
the association, held on the 15th of May, 1901 : 

From the report of the association : : 

As regards the Land Transfer Act, your committee entertain no doubt 
that whatever can be done to make it work with a minimum of friction 
will be done by the new registrar, O. F. Brickdale, Ksq., whose appoint- 
ment they noted with pleasure. ‘So far as the Act has offected building 
societies tn the County of London, it has wnquestionably been in the direction of 
causing delay and increasing the expenses connected with mortgage transactions ; 
and as regards leaschold properties it is difficult to see any prospect of alteration 
in this respect. How far any cheapening of the cost of land transfer may 
result in the case of freehold properties when the titles have become 
** absolute’? remains to be seen, and fhe operation of the Act as regards 
freeholds will be watched with interest r 

Mr. Edward Wood (of the Temperance Building Society, Ludgate-hill, 
E.C., the most important of the south country building societies) : 

The next subject referred to is the Land Transfer Act. We expressed very 
grave doubts at the time the Bill, which afterwards became an Act of Parliament, 
was before the House of Commons and also the House of Lords, as to what the 
effect of that legislation would be. Most of us believed it would add con- 
siderably to the delay, and also the expense, of transactions in house 
property and in dealings in land. J am ina position to say, and I state it 
ppithout any qualification whatever, that that legislation has led to an encrmous 
increase of work, to a@ considerable delay, and to a@ large addition to the cost of 
ty ions in tion with building societies in er I make this * 
ment, not in any qualified or half-hearted manner, but in the most pronounce 
form in which I png of making it. I have been glancing to-day 
through the cases which have passed through ovr office during the time 
the Act has been in operation. Those of you who are resident in Londen 
will know that it came into operation gradually, first one section of 
London, and then another, until it has now been brought into operation 
over the whole county, excepting the City of London. It has been in 
operation now for Letween two and three years. In our office we have between 
nine hundred and a thousand transactions a year, but the whole of these 
do not come before the registrar, because it is only in cases of purchase that we 
have to register ; but during the period in question we have had between 
360 and 370 registrations, and in every one of these 360 odd cases there has been 
more delay, trouble, and expense than would have been the case if the Act had not 





been in operation. That being so, you will understand that personally [ 
have a very stropg conviction that instead of the Land Transter Act con- 
ferring a benefit * building 


it may simplify and cheapen transactions; and in view of a ao 
held A some members of the committee we have thought it de nébt 
to reopen the matter; but, speaking purely as an individual, I am satisfied 
that the Act, instead of being beneficial, has had an entirely opposite effect. 

Mr. Webb (of the Co-operative Building Society) : 

With reference to the paragraph with 
am glad to have heard the strong 
the effect of the Act. His experience should be conclusive 
effects of the operation of that Act upon secieties doing business in 
London. As you are aware, the Act itself is experimental in a measure. 
Statements were made that at the end of three years an inquiry would be 
held as to the effect and w of the Act. The three years will expire 
very wy in July, and I i 
societies doing large 
affected by the cost and delay in this 


working of the Act, and if possible, to stop any further extension of its 
operations, the cost, delay, and the deterrence to business will affect the 
whole country. I feel satisfied, from the experience which my society has 
gone through, that it is a costly and extravagant operation. Some of you are 
aware that at the present, even to transact the London registrations, 
there is a staff of 150 clerks. There is a proposal also to d the huge 
sum of a quarter cf a million on housing the officials whe work this 
transfer of registration in London. If that expenditure is to be extended 
to the whole country it will be a most gnormous tax upon us; and what 
benefits can we hold out to our clients? It is almost impossible to realize 
that any benefit will accrue from this enormous expenditure. I have 
thought of this matter very seriously. J have a very strong sentimental regard 
Sor the theory of registration, but, as with so many theories, in actual ice 
it prover to be a very different thing from what we anticipated. bh 
that something useful and simple would bave been brought into ope D, 
but this Land Transfer Act is far from simple and of very littte use. 1 should 
like to move that the association presses for the ing into the working 
of the Land Transter Act at the termination of this experimental period in 
July, and that the building societies associated er should submit all 
the evidence they con as to the working of the Act. I believe that if 
they were to do so there would be such an accumulation of evidence 
as to the bad influence upon small purchasers and m that in 
all probability the Act itself might either stop at London or possibly 
be withdrawn altogether 


| 
* 








POINTS TO BE CONSIDERED AS REGARDS 
COMPULSORY LAND REGISTRATION. 


Tue Incorporated Law Society have issued the following useful 
summary : 

i. Daving testy youn? trial the system of land registration has failed as 
a voluntary system. ' 

2. Lord Westbury’s Voluntary Act of 1862 was the result of six or eight 
years’ inquiry, and failed. 

8. The Royal Oommiasion of 1868-70 declared that the Act of 1862 had 
completely failed. 

4. Lord Oairns’ Voluntary Act of 1875 came next. This failed even 
more completely. 

5. Mr. Usborne Morgan’s Committee of 1878-9 reported that the Act 
of 1875 had become a dead letter, and that compulsion was not possible. 

6 No public inquiry has been held since 1879. Lord Uairns brought 
in his great conveyancing reforms in 1881, which bave practically reformed 
the practice of conveyancing and the cost, and have removed all 
grievances. 

7. A committee was appointed by the House of Commons in 1895, and 
several witnesses were examined, but the inquiry was cut short by the 
dissolution of Parliament. 

8. Numerous Bills, containiag compulsory clauses, were introduced from 
1873 to 1895, but failed to pare, 

9. Tbe compulsory Act of 1897 was passed by Parliament as a three years’ 
experiment of the principle of compulsion, and a public independent inquiry 
as to the result of the experiment will be due to Parliament before the area 
of compulsion is extended. 

10 The Act of 1897 reserved to county councils the initiativein extending 
compulsory registration, and to each House of Parliament the right to 
disapprove of any ex after the three years’ experiment ; 
before any extension, independent information whetner the system has 
given satisfaction to landowners in London ought to be furnished for the 
guidance of county councils and of Parliament. J 

11. The Act of 1897 compels registration of a possessory title only, and 
the voluntary adoption of registration with an absolute title has since 1897, 
as before, fatled — 

12. Registration as a voluntary system has been adopted since 1897 in 
about four cases per 1,000. 

13. There is no public demand for the compulsory enforcement of the 
system of re; ation. 

14. A system ought not to be forced by compulsion on the public, when 
ey no one adopts it voluotarily. 

15. It does not facilitate or cheapen transfer; the contrary is the fact, 





The building societies bear witness to this, 
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16. The t variety of dealings in real property can never be provided 
for by official administration and forms. } 

17 Even if the official registration system were practicable it involves 
very complicated rules and forms. : 

18. The expense of working the system compulsorily throughout the 
kingdom would be enormous. ; 

19. {sa registry to be provided for every town of over 10,000 inhabi- 
tants? If s, the cost will be enormous; if not, then 4 serious expenditure 
in time and money will be imposed on owners of property having to attend 
at the registry. 

20. Since 1889 the Land Registry fees have been doubled. The present 
office is subsidized by fees having no connection with land registration. If 
the system were established throughout the country is it to be supposed 
that the fees would not be further increased ? 

21. The trial in one area is co:ting more than £30,000 a year, raised by 
taxation of land. 

22. All parties agree that new taxes on land are inadmiesible, yet the 
system of compulsory registration would impose a serious tax for the 
upkeep of an official department doing legal work for a problematical 
benefit to proprietors forty years hence. 

23. The delays and routine of officialism are always great. 

24. In other countries the system of registration does not answer. 
Outside the register a series of deeds often grows up—and “ clouds on 
title ’’ have to be cleared off. No publicinquiry has ever been held on this 
subject, and until that has been done safe arguments one way or the other 
cannot be drawn from the practice in foreign countries. 

25. The system of private deeds and title has been vastly improved and 
simplified under Lord Cairns’ Oonveyancing Acts. 

26. Transfer deeds are now very short, and the costs, fixed on an ad 
valorem percentage scale, are moderate, in fact, much less than the 
commission of auctioneers and estate agents. 

27. The public do not like official intervention in their private 
transactions. 

28 They prefer to manage their affairs in their own way, with privacy 
and without delays and interference of public officials. 

29. They prefer the system of private deeds, carried out without leaving 
their places of business or residence. 

30. They prefer to keep their own title deeds, and to make, in case of 
need, their own arrangements privately with bankers or others for loans 
of money, without searches, and forms to be filled up and filed in a public 
office. 

31. This especially refers to owners of small property, say under £500, 
to which about half the deeds in England relate. 








COMPANIES. 
EQUITY AND LAW LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY. 
Annvat Mgerine. 


The annual meeting of the Equity and Law Life Assurance Society was 
held on Tuesday, at the society’s house, 18, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, Mr. Czcri 
H. Russs.1, the chairman, presiding. 

The fifty-seventh report of the directors stated that the new sums 
assured under 492 policies had amounted to £451,269, and £100 a year 
reverrionary annuity and £80 a year deferred annuity, of which £51,012 
were reassured. The new premiums had amounted to £18,853 2s. 4d., and 
the reassurance premiums to £2,133 5s., leaving net new premiums of 
£16,719 17s. 4d., of which £1,023 1s. 9d. were single premiums. The 
gross amount of the assurances in force at the end of the year was 
£9,525 846 6s., of which £1 003,459 were reassured; and the net premium 
income was £302 098 17s. 11d., as against £298,599 2s. 11d. in the previous 
account, The amountreceived for interest and dividends was £123,143 19s. 2d. 
being an increase of £2,185 3s. 10d. on the corresponding figure for 1900. 
pen. other receipts had amounted to £3,233 18s. 4d., and the profit on 
reversions fallen in during the year was £9,982 9s. 4d. The claims by 
death under 154 policies had amounted to £235,115 1s. 4d., and sixteen 
endowment assurances, amounting to £17,246 10s., matured. These 
~ gums included bonus additions of £64,199 lls. The society had 
received £19,577 10s. towards payment of these claims from other 
offices, who had reassured a portion of these policies. The incidence of the 
claims head been satisfactory, over 20 per cent. of the policies other than 
endowment aesurances having been upon lives exceeding eighty years of 
age. Their amount was considerably less than that expected for the year, 
and there had been a profit from this source. The deaths of eeven 
annuitants were announced during the year, causing the termination of 
annuities of £1,389 0s. 24 The sums paid for cash bonus and surrenders 
had amounted to £13,937 7s. 9d. net. The funds of the society were 
increased during the year by £132,302 9s. 6d. Excluding reversions, out- 
standing premiums and interest, and cash at bank, the total funds were 
invested to produce an average rate of £3 15s. per cent. 

Mr. A. F. Bueetnce, actuary and secretary, having read the notice 
convening the meeting, 

The OCnarnman said: I have now to move that the report and accounts 
be —— In doing co it has been the practice of my predecessors in 
this c to say afew words with regard to the business of the past year 
and to explain how far it c ntrasts with that of the preceding year As 
to the business of 1900 I was able to say at the last annual meeting that 
though it was not a very large increace, i: did thew an increase upon the 
business of the previous year. ‘This year I cannot go quite so 
far. The business of 1901 has been less than that of 1900; 


but when you look at the figures you will see that after all the 
In the year 1901 we issued 492 


difference is not really substantial, 





— 


policies as against 544 in 1900, but the sums assured under these policies 
were £451,000 and annuities amounting t» £100 a year in 1901 against 
£474,800 and £400 a year in annuities in 1900 ; so that in tae sums ass 
which is in one measure the amount of tne business of course, it is only a 
difference of about £23,000. The new premiums were less in 1901 than 
they were in 1900 In 1901 the newgross premiums were £18,800 and the 
net premiums £16,700. These figures compara with £21,900 in 1900, but 
£5 800 of these were single premiums, whereas this year the single 
premiums are only £1,000. If, then, this is, as we believe it to be, a sound 
business, the amount received in payment of premiums would be a very 
satisfactory one, and the difference in the two years is not anything of any 
great substance. In one respect there has been an increase which the 
directors think satisfactory, and: that isin the average amount of policies, 
In 1900 the average amount of policies was only £875, and in 1901 
it had risen to £917. That is a progressive increase, taking the last 
three years from 1899, when it was only £779. I am not suggesting 
to you that this increase will exactly continue. I do not prophesy 
about the future; but there is the fact that it has increased now, 
and that in life assurance, I am told by those who understand this subject, 
is considered to be an important matter. The interest and dividends have 
increased by £2,200 a year and we have added to our invested funds in the 
year 1901 £132,000 and a few hundreds. The profit realized on our rever- 
sions is practically the same ; it is £9,982 as against £10,680. Claims have 
treated us extremely well. We have had 154 claims by death and sixteen 
endowment policies which have matured. The outside amount assured 
by the policies which thus became claims was £252 300, and we were in that 
sum able and pleased to give a little over £64 000 in the form of bonuses, 
Our claims in 1901 were very considerably less than the claims in 1900, 
The differences are roughly £82,000 in the gross claims, and £72,000 in 
the net claims. As to the expected claims, the amount which the office 
expected to pay was £22,000 more than we actually had to pay, and the 
incidence of the claims which have been paid is satisfactory. Over 
20 per cent. of the policies—other than endowments, of course—which 
became claims were on lives exceeding eighty years. Our expenses of 
management have been 10°27 per cent. as against 11'3 per cent. in the 
previous year. Last year included the expenses of the quinquennial 
valuation and consequently were higher; so you may take it that the 
expenses of management are practically what they were. The re‘e of 
interest has been £3 15s per cent. ; but this rate I wish you particularly 
to observe does not —— anything in respect of reversions. The sums 
invested in reversions are bearing interest undoubtedly. The price u 
calculated when the reversion is purchased, so that the principal sum and 
interest may be returned to the society, but it has never been the practice 
of the office to take that sum as interest accrued, and consequently this 
£3 15s. per cent. merely means the sums actually received; it does not 
include anything in respect of reversions nor in apportioned interest on 
stocks, the dividends on which are payable usually in the first quarter or 
first half of the current year. The mortgages of the society have been 
recently examined by a committee, and I am glad to say they are satis- 
factory. The Stock Exchange securities stand in the books at the price 
which was fixed at the last quinquennium. You will observe in the 
balance-sheet a note, which appears not for the first time, that the Stock 
Exchange securities ‘‘ stand in the balance-sheet either at cost price or at 
the price of the valuation of the 3lst of December, 1899, that being the 
date of the last quinquennial valuation, less amount written off for the 
redemption of the premiums paid thereon.’? The auditors in their 
certificate have also called attention to this fact. It has never been our 
practice to write these securities either up or down until the quinquennial 
valuation period arrives. At that date, of course, it must be done, but 
before that date we have never done it. There is no present loss. If there 
is a sale of a security and loss occurs, that, of course, comes into the 
account ; but it is not our,practice to write off for depreciation any sum 
until we are satisfied that depreciation can be ascertained, and has actually 
occurred. There was a considerable cash balance at the end of the year. 
That was due to the fact that we had £53,000 of claims which had become 
payable, and which had not been made, and we had entertained loans toa 
considerable amount and thought it better therefore not to disturb that 
balance and take it off deposit. That is all I think I have to say with 
reference to the figures of the year. Andnow with regard to the personnel 
of the office. We have lost one of our oldest and most valued directors, 
Mr. Richard Smith, happily only in the sense that he has left the 
board, for he is in the flesh, and I am happy to say, from a letter 
I had the other day, he is very well. He was one of the most able 
members of the board, and most close in his attendance at the meetings. 
The board is a working board ; from those of its members who occupy the 
highest places in our profession to those of a less exalted status. The 
directors attend to their duties, so that Mr. Richard Smith was not 
exceptional, and I do not single him out for praise merely because he 
attended to his duties. I do so because he was a most valuable as well as 
a most popular member of the board. 

Mr. Faepsnick Peake (deputy-chairman) seconded the motion, which 
was carried unanimously. 

On the motion of Mr. Bensamin Kiscu, seconded by Mr. Cuartes WicAx, 
the retiiing directors, Mr. R. 8. Taylor, the Hon. Onarles Russell, Mr. 
U. R. V. Longbourne, and Mr. R. J. P. Broughton, were re-elected. 

On the motion of Mr. Kenarp Batt, seconded by Mr. G. L. Wuars ty, 
the retiring auditors were re-elected as follows: For the proprietors, Mr. 
Edwin Waterhouse and Mr. Joseph Guraey Fowler; and for the assured, 
Mr. R. W. Dibdin. 

On the motion of Mr. E. F. Batt, seconded by Mr. Diep, who 
remarked that the report was a most admirable justification of the 
confidence they felt in the board, a vote of thanks was passed to the 
directors. 


March 22, 1902, 
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The Onaraman briefly acknowledged the compliment. 

On the motion of Mr. Prrcarrn, seconded by Dr. Symes Tuomrson, a vote 
of thanks was passed to the auditors, and Mr. Drsprw responded. 

On the motion of Mr. A. H. James, seconded by Mr. K. 8. Taytor, Mr. 
Leonard North Hickley was elected a director to fill the vacancy caused by 
the retirement of Mr. Richard Smith. 

The CuatmMan moved a vote of thanks to the staff, upon whose efficiency, 
he observed, so much depended. The society was extremely fortuuate in 
their staff; in Mr. Barridge, whom they were glad to receive back after a 

*¢emporary absence, they had @ most valuable servant; and he could not 
praire Mr. Phelps too highly, whilst those under them worked for the office 
in the most cheerful and efficient manner. Then Dr, Symee Thompson was 
of the greatest assistance. ‘The solicitors, Messrs Kooper & Whately, 
render the society most valuable services. To all these, and to the 
inspectors and agents, who were extremely active, their cordial thanks 
were due. 

Sir AnTHUR Warson seconded the motion, and it was to. 

Mr. Burerivee in returning thanks expressed his pleasure that the 
chairman had referred to the work of the inspectors and agents, since under 
the modern conditions of insurance it was to thore gentlemen they were 
indebted for bringing the great advantages of the society to persons 
residing at a distance. 

A vote of thanks to the chairman, moved by Mr. Trevanion, and 
seconded by Mr. Monzriy, the Cuatsman briefly replying, brought the 
proceedings to a close. 


BRITISH LAW FIRE, 
AnnvaL Mzetine. 


The annual general meeting of the Britieh Law Fire Insurance Co. 
(Limited) was held on Friday, the 14th inst., at Cannon-street Hotel, Mr. 
Henry Tunton Norton (the chairman) presiding. The report for the 
year ending the 3lst of December, 1901, stated that the net premium 
income was £66,980 8s, 7d., as compared with £64,007 2s. in the previous 
year, being an increase of £2,973 68. 7d. The net losses, after adjusting 
those outstanding at the end of 1900, allowing for claims outstanding at 
the end of 1901, and deducting the amounts recoverable by reinsurance 
and indemnities, amounted to £25,424 8s. 6d. The loss ratio for the year 
was 37°9 per cent. The accounts shewed an available balance of 
£18,756 19s. 6d. The directors propored to carry to reserve £9,000, thus 
bringing the reserve up to £50,000, to declare a dividend at the rate of £5 
per cent. free of income tax for the year, and to carry forward 
£4,756 19s. 6d. The directors regretted to report the death of their 
colleague, Mr. Harry Woodward, who died during the year. The vacancy 
on the board had been filled by the appointment of Mr. Robert O. Nesbitt, 
¢ - firm of Messrs. Wadeson & Malleson, of No, 7, Devonshire-equare, 


Mr. H. Foster Ovrter (manager and secretary) having read the notice 
convening the meeting, 

The CuarrMaN, in moving the adoption of the report, said that the 
company had had a successful year, and the directors were able to propose 
an increase in the rate of dividend. The net premium income was £66,980, 
which was an increase on the previous year of £2,973, or just under £3,000. 
In the previous year it was £3,062, so that the progress in that respect 
had been much the same this year as last. Every effort would be 
made by the directors to increase that rate of progress, and he was not 
without hope that, having regard to the position the company had now 
obtamed, they would be able to succeed in that object. The net losses 
amounted to £25,424, the loss ratio for the year being 37-9, or just 
under 38 per cent., which, as they all knew, was a remarkable low rate, 
not surpeased, he thought, by more than one company in the long list of 
English insurance companies. There was an available balance of 
£18,756 19s. 6d. The directors proposed to carry £9,000 to reserve, 
bringing the reserve up to £50,000, and they hoped the shareholders woula 
think that a prudent and conservative step tending to increase the credit 
and porition of the company and thereby leading to an increase of 
flividends and business. They proposed to declare a dividend at the rate 
of 5 per cent. free of income tax for the year, and to carry forward £4,756, 
which was almost equal to another 5 per cent. This was the first time 
the board had ventured to recommend a dividend greater than 4 per cent., 
but as the reserve had been brought up to £50,000, and as such a 
considerable sum was being carried forward, and as the revenue from the 
investments was substantially over £4,000 a year, the directors thought 
they were justified in recommending the increased dividend, and they 
thought that probably the shareholders wou'd expect they should do so. 
The average premium rate paid for direct and guaranteed risks together 
was a very low one—namely, 2s. 531d. In the early years of the 
company it was about 2s. 8d., which at that time was a low 
one, and shewed the generally sound nature of the risks we had 
undertaken. This had now been reduced, as he had just mentioned, 
to something over 2s. 5d. ‘The directors regretted v much the 
death of Mr. Harry Woodward, one of their colleagues, who was inde- 
fatigable in his attendance to the business of the company, and who was of 
very great assistance to the board besides being a very charming com- 
panion. They had filled his place by the appointment of Mr. Ro! O. 
Nesbitt, of the firm of Messrs. Wadeson & Malleron, who had long given 
the company considerable support, and whose addition to the board the 
directors believed would strengthen the company. Turning to the accounts, 
the “‘ dividends and interest on investments, &c.,’’ stood at £4,247 11s. 5d. 
This was a few pounds less than the same item last year, but that did not 
arise from default or want of regular payment in the interest, but 
simply from the fact that the income tax was at a lighter rate, and 


interest on the Ist of January, which brought income into the present 
year's account, and not that of last year. f sabegee would be 

to know that the ‘‘ bad debts ’’ at the figure of £10 6s. 6d., which he 
did not think would affect the credit of the com . With regard to the 
investments, these had cost the com £146,671, and the auditors 
were anxious that it should be st that the market value on 
the 3lst of December was £139,441, which was a diminution of £7,000. 
But that was not due in the least to any weakness in any one of. 
the investments. It simply was a notorious fact that trust invest- 
ments, such as the bulk of these were, stood 10, or 15, or 20 cent. 
less than in the year 1896, If the company had invested 1896, 
these very same investments would shew a diminution of 15 or 20 
per cent. instead of something under 5 percent The buik of the invest- 
ments were made in 1887-1888, and in 1896 he was able to say they 
stood at some £3,000 more than the company had given for them. Ina 
company of this kind there was no necessity of an ex of this kind, 
and personally he should not have made it, but the auditors had a difficult 
position to fulfil and they ought to be protected. They had wished it to 
be stated. There was also the item ‘‘ Balance of amounts due and in 
course of collection to and from other companies, agents, &c., 
£11,783.” That being a somewhat large figure it was t to say that it 
was the sum current outstanding at Christmas. The agents had to send 
in their balances in a few weeks and over £11,500 had come in in regular 
couree since the 3let of December. The most gratifying thing connected 
with the direction of the —— was that the board had been able to 
bring the reserves up to £50,000, the paid up capital being only £100,000 
out of the authorized £1,000,000. If any of the olders would like to 
make any observations he would be to hear them. 

Mr. Wriu1am Mapuzs (vice-chairman) seconded the motion. 

Mr. Munpay congratulated the directors upon the steady progress made 
by the company and on their policy of, — up the reserve fund, 

though their pockets were for the moment a little punished. He saw 
that they had to congratulate themselves also upon a much reduced 
loss ratio, This yeer it was something over 5 per cent. le:s than in the 
—— year, and but for that fortunate circumstance it would not have 

en possible to place this sum to reserve. 

The motion was unanimously adopted. 

The Cuareman moved, and the Vice-Cuaraman seconded, the declaration 
of a dividend at the rate of 5 per cent. free of income tax. 

The motion was adopted nem. con, 

On the motion of Mr. Lyatt, seconded by Mr. Boorun, the retiring 
directors (Messrs. R. J. Bowerman. R. L. Fulford, Wm. Hitchins, 
H. W. Nelson, Robert C. Nesbitt, and A. G. Parson) were re-elected. 

On the motion of Mr. Fiercuzr, seconded by Mr. Munpay, the auditors 
(Messrs. Turquand, Youngs, & Co.) were re-elected. 

A Suareroiper, in moving a vote of thanks to the directors, observed 
that the company had been very fortunate from the , and the 
sbareholders were very much indebted to those who in their 
interest throughout. The chairman especially deserved their thanks. 

Mr. F.iercuer seconded the motion, and it was agreed to. 

The Oxarrman, in returning thanks, observed that the board were 
‘proposing to divide the sum of £500 between the staff as a bonus. 





LAW ACCIDENT INSURANCE SOCIETY. 
AnnvaL Mezerinc. 


The annual general meeting of the shareholders of the Law Accident 
Insurance Society was held on Wednesday at the offices of the society, 
215, Strand, the chairman, Mr. Ricuarp Pznnincron, taking the chair. 
The report of the directors stated that the income of the society for the 
year had amounted to £288,415 6s. 8d., as against £204,062 16s. 10d. for 
the previous financial year. The claims paid and ou amounted 
to £143,844 14s. 5d., and the reinsurance premiums to £31,513 7s. 6d. 
The expenses of management amounted to £46,119 9s. 1ld., and the com- 
mission to £32,643 8s. 5d. A sum of £3,216 11s. 11d. was allowed by way 
of bonuses to policyholders. After allowing and providing for all items of 
income and expenditure, there remained a reserve fund of £27,500, and a 
credit balance of £76,074 5s. 10d, together £103,574 5s. 10d, Out of 
this credit balance, the directors recommended (1) That a dividend of 8 per 
cent. (free of income tax) should be paid foc the year 1901; (2) that the 
sum of £2.500 should be transferred to the reserve fund, which would 
stand at £30,000. A long lease of 20, Pall Mall, 8.W., had been eecured, 
and the ground floor of the building bag ghee page as the West 
End branch office of this society, —* 

with 
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it held fully-paid preference shares, and he did not suppose that any 
exception could be taken to that. With regard to the other companies 
the Law Accident had no connection with them as the investor of moneys 
in shares. It was a business transaction. The society derived very con- 
siderable advantages from its connection with them, and they of course 
derived advantages from their connection with the Law Accident. He 
hoped the shareholders would consider this was a satisfactory explanation. 
It would be noticed from the report that the income of tne society 
amounted to £288,415, which was an increase of over £84,353 over the last 
year’s income, and that betokened a very considerable advance in the 
business transacted by the society, It was the largest increase in the 
volume of business of any year the society had experienced, and indicated 
that the society was on the right road, whilst the accounts shewed that its 
position was as satisfactory as it could be wished to be. The directors did not 
aim at a mere increase of figures, but they desir. d that a reasonable profit 
should be made on the business which was traneacted. ‘hey had gone 
exhaustively into the results of the various classes of business done, not only 
Jaet year, but in former years, and they were able to say that a profit 
was made out of every class of business which was at present being 
transacted, and that, as a whole, the business was never more prosperous. 
A very large sum amounting to several thousands of pounds charged to 
revenue account might with propriety be regarded as capital expenditure. 
A special expenditure had been neceseary for development, and the 
directors had reason to believe that satisfactory and compensatory 
advantages were accruing from that expenditure. The balance from the 
revenue account of 1900 was £58,000; then £5,000 was transferred to 
the reserve fund, and the dividend amounted to £8,750, which left a net 
balance of £49,409. Then the premiums amounted to £285,332, and 
interest and dividends and profits on securities realized to £3077. Then 
on the other side there were claims paid £128,913, c’aims outstanding 
£14,971, making £143,884. Reinsurance premiums were £31,513; com- 
mistion, £32 643; expenses of management, £46,119; and bonuses in 
reduction of premiums, £3,216, making a grand total of £257,377. Then 
there were two items of which he would say something presently. They 
were: claims paid and outstanding under unexpired policies, assumed in con- 
sideration of transfer of various insurance comrpanies’ accident business— 
claims paid, £2,372 18s. 1ld.; claims outstanding, £2,000; making 
altogether £4,372 18s. 1ld. in respect of business which the society 
practically bought for goodwill. No doubt in a going business like that 
of the society they must expect to make payments to that extent on 
account of claims It represented 51-4 per cent. of the net premium 
income after deducting reinsurances and the bonuses of which he spoke of 
as given in reduction of premiums. The ratio of claims paid and out- 
standing was 59:1, which the directors thought reasonable, and which 
afforded an ample margin of profit to the shareholders after paying 
expenses the ratio being 31'4 of management and commission. Theclaims 
outetanding amounted to £14,971, which, with the sum of £2,000 as out- 
standing claims in respect of unexpired policies, amounted to £16,971, 
which was carried to the balance-sheet as a recerve for ontstanding claime, 
and the important question was whetber this was an adequate sum. It 
would be seen that tne reinsurance premiums amounted to £31,513, a very 
large amount, but it was paid in the interests of the society, and the 
risk was proportionally lessened and the society in its turn derived a large 
volume of business for reinsurances from other companies. The com- 
miesion and management expenses amounted to £78,763. 

Mr. J. 8. Beatz seconded the motion. He spoke of the wonderful growth 
of the society, which was not yet ten years old. 

The motion was carried unanimously. 

On the motion of the Carman, seconded by Mr. W. Metmorn Watters, 
a dividend of 8 per cent. was declared. 

On the motion of Mr. E. H. Extis-Danvers, seconded by Mr. E. J. 
Srannarp, the Chairman and Mr. W. Melmoth Walters, the retiring 
directors, were re-elected. 

On the motion of Mr. G. H. Pottock, seconded by Mr. Bennett, Meesrs. 
Price, Waterhouse, & Co. were re-elected auditors. 

Mr. J. M. Jonnstone moved that the remuneration of the directors be 
increased to £2,000 per annum. He said that the sum of £1,000 was fixed 
ten years ago, when the premium income was £30,000, and it was now 
nearly £300,000. 

Mr. Potiock seconded the motion, which was unanimously adopted, and 

The Cuareman returned thanke. 


Increase or CAPITAL. 


An extraordinary meeting was then held for the purpose of submittin 
the following resolution : ‘* That the capital of the company be — 
to £1,000,000 by the creation of 100,000 new shares of £5 each.’’ 

The Cxarrman, in moving the adoption of the rerolution, said that owing 
to the continued growth of the business of the society it was impossible to 
carry it on without an increase of capital. There was a tendency on the 
part of the public to favour offices with larger capital. Amongst other items 
of expenditare it would be necessary very shortly to increase the office accom- 
modation, and they were under a contract to complete the purchase of the 
freehold of their building during the coming summer. It was proposed to 
offer the whole of the issue to the existing shareholders pro rata at 50 per 
cent. premium, the premium to be carried to the reserve, and held 
practically for the benefit of the shareholders. 

Mr. W. Metmorn Watters seconded the motion, and it was agreed to. 

Mr. Srannarp moved a vote of thanks to the chairman. the directors, 
and the staff, which was seconded by Mr. H. B. Wi111s, and carried. 


The Cuateman in returning thanks spoke of the valuable services of the 
general manager and staff, and the proceedinjzs terminated. 


LEGAL NEWS. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLUTIONs, 
Rozert Epmvnp Campnett and Hunsrr Parry, solicitors (Campbell ¢ 
Parry), 41, Jermyn-street, London. Jan. 1. The said Robert Edmung 
Campbell will continue the business in his own name. 


Errincton Huntry and Lancetor Roverer Foster, solicitors (§ 
Huntly & Foster), Sunderland, and at Seaham Harbour. Oct. 15. The 
said Lance'ot Rougier Foster will continue to carry on the said businegs 
of E. Huntly & Foster. [ Gazette, March 18, 





GENERAL, 


An ordinance of the Legislative Council of Southern Rhodesia, says the 
South African Law Journal, provides for the better protection of ancient 
monuments. This law prohibits, under a penalty, the injuring, def 
or removing of any ancient monument, whether situated on private of 
public land. The unlawful working of ancient monuments is in like 
manner prohibited. The object of the law is to preserve for historical and 
antiquarian purposes the many ancient ruins in the country. 


At the Birmingham Assizes, on Wednesday and Thursday in last 
says the Times reporter, Jobn William Phillips, solicitor, was — 
with the fraudulent misappropriation of three several sums of clients’ money 
entrusted to him for safe custody. The jury found the prisoner guilty on 
all three charges. Mr. Justice Bigham said the verdict was inevitable, and 
the case very serious. In view of the prisoner’s health, he would sentence 
him only to twelve months’ imprisonment with hard labour on each of ths 
three cases, the sentences to run concurrently. 


The Lord Chancellor, the Lord Chief Justice, the American Ambassador, 
Mr. Justice Byrne, Sir Edward Olarke, K.0., and other distioguished 
visitors witnessed the annual assault-at-arms of the Inns of Court Ri 
which took place on Saturday in last week, in the drill-hall at Lincoln’s 
inn. The programme comprised fencing. sword feats, boxing, rapier ¢, 
dagger, sabres, &c. During the interval the “ Colmore Dunn ”’ Chall 
Cup and medals were presented by Oolonel O. Russell to Messrs. J, 
Jenkinson and A. W. Wills for proficiency, the former in fencing and the 
latter in sabre exercise. 


Among the latest candidates for the position of Town Olerk of the 
of London, says the TZimes, are Mr. R. R. Linthorne and Mr. R. 
Prescott. Mr. Linthorne has been town clerk of Southampton since 1899, 
and is thirty-eight years of age. Mr. Prescott was elected town clerk of 
Fulbam a year ago, and is thirty-seven years of age. The corporation 
will proceed with the appointment of a succssor to Sir John Monckton as 
soon as the Officers’ and Clerks’ Committee have presented their report 
to the Court of Common Council on the subject of the nature, duties, 
and emoluments of the office. 


The omission from the Ministerial Patent Law Amendment Bill of any 
provision compelling foreign patentees to work their patents ia this 
country in tbe manner in which British manufacturers of patented 
articles are compelled to work their patents in Continental countries has, 
eays the Times, caused a good deal of dissatisfaction in the manufacturing 
and commercial centres of Lancashire and Yorkshire. On Thursday in 
this week a deputation was to wait upon the President of the 
Board of Trade for the purpose of making representations on the 
subject. The deputation, although primarily organized by the Manchester 
Chamber of Commerce, will, it is understood, include representatives of 
several other chambers, as well a number of Members of Parliament 
specially interested. The complaint is that the departmental committee 
of the Board of Trade which reported on this question last year was over- 
whelmingly legal and official in its constitution and contained only one 
representative of commerce. 


The Law and City Courts Committee of the Corporation of London 
entertained at dinner on Thursday the Lord Mayor and Sheriffs and a 
number of representatives of the bench and bar. The chairman of the 
committee, Mr. Edward Lee, presided, and the guests included the Lord 
Chief Justice, Lord Justice Vaughan Williams, the Recorder of London, 
Judge Lumley Smith, K.C., Judge Rentoul, K.C., and the Common 
Serjeant. The chairman propored ‘‘The Bench and Bar,’’ which was 
acknowledged by Lord Justice Vaughan Williams andthe Recorder. The 
toast of the evening, ‘‘The Law and Parliamentary Committee of the 
City Corporation,” was given by the Lord Mayor, who made 
reference to the work of Mr. Lee, the chairman of the committee. His 
lordship presented, on behalf of the committee, a statue of ‘* Education,” 
chosen by the recipient, as a mark of the respect and esteem in which they 
held him, and as a recogaition of the efforts he had made on behalf of 
education. Other toasts followed. 


Every fortnight in 1818, on an average, says the St. James’s Gazette, 
there was an execution in England for forgeries of bank notes, and in 1820 
more than a hundred forgers were convicted. Nearly ninety years ago the 
Bank of England was the victim of a more amazing crime than the famous 
Bidwell forgeries, one of the chief cashiers defrauding it of £320 000. 
Twenty years later, the forgeries of a banker re-ulted n an even greater loss. 
The forging banker was a Mr. Fauntleroy, ot Berners-street, and bis crimes 
seem to have begun with his forging powers of attorney to keep up the 
credit of his bank. In that way he was able to sell from the funds large 
sums of money belonging to other people, and thus for years he flourished 





and grew rich. Then the banker's sin found him out, and at the banking- 


house was found a confeesion written eight years before, with a postscript — 
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tances and to 


which said: ‘‘ The bank began first to discount our 
Smart for 


destroy the credit of our house ; the bank sball smart for it.’’ 
it the bank did; the forgeries ran into £360,000. 


In the King’s Bench Division on Tuesday, says the St. James's Gazette, 
Mr. Justice Grantham had before him a heavy Jist of common jury cases. 
In the course of five minutes he struck all of them out of the list ia 
consequence of the parties or their counsel not neivg present. After some 
delay Mr. Aston was permitted to open the case of Riley v. Davis, which 
was vn action brought by a lighterman to recover damages torough the 
alleged »eglect of the owner of a barge. Upon the plaintiff being called 
to give evidence, it was found that he was not present. The case stood 
over, aud subsequently Mr. Aston said he must submit to a judgment for 
the defendant. who bad all bis witnesses in court. Judgment was given 
eecordingly. Further delay occurred in consequence of either litigants 
being either absent or unready, and in the end his lordship proceedea with 
a case lower down in the list, remarking with some warmth that counsel 
should have regard for the time of the court. 

Demolition being the order of the day in the neighbourhood of the 
Strand, it was, says the Daily News, a little disquieting for visitors to the 
Temple to find the historic fountain—so long haunted by memories of 
Tom and Ruth Pi: ch, not to speak of Charles Lamb and Letitia Landon— 
in a state of wreck and ruin. On inquiry, however, it was ascertained 
that nothing more revolutionary is in contemplation than to complete 
repair of the large circular basin, which has fallen into a leaky and 
dilapidated condition, but will ere long be given up again to the water- 
hlies and the goldfish. The fountain itself will also be restored in its 
crigival form of a simple column of water rising to a height of some 
twelve or fourteen feet, and falling with a refreshing patter on the stone 
borders; for the benchers have not forgotten the disastrous history of their 
attempt to give ita more dignified and complex appearance some years 
ago. It was by way of a concession to the msthetic persons, who 
irreverently spoke of the fountain as a ‘‘ squirt,’’ that they caused water 
to issue from the beaks of three storks, modeiled in plaster of Paris. But 
the jets would not work, and the plaster of Paris was eaten away by the 
rains and the frost, till the storks lost their heads one by one, and then 
their legs, and thus became objects of derison. 


In sentencing Arthur Stopford Francis, solicitor, who pleaded guilty to 
converting to his own use property of which he was a trustea, to five years’ 
penal serv tude, Mr. Justice Grantham said : ‘‘ They all knew that punish- 
ments had varied during the past thirty years, and that they had generally 
been very much reduced ; but every one would agree that in referencs to 
solicitors they must feel that the sentences passed on them for defalcations 
in their business could not only be not less severe than formerly, but 
probably of increasing severity until the crime, which was too frequent. of 
solicitors robbing their clients was stamped out. It was avery painful 
thing to have to pass sentence on a man who had led the honourable Jife 
defendaut bad until he was brought to ruin by these speculations, which 
people indulged so much in at the present day, Nothing could be said 
on behalf of people who used their clients’ moneys to make good their own 
losses. There were, however, circumstances in this case which would 
justify him in deeling with the defendant differently from other people 
who had been brought into that court on a similar charge, becauee here 
ruin had not been brought on people who had trusted him, and those who 
had suffered wi re among the first to ask for leniency for him. He could not 
but feel in this case that the defendant's difficulties, dangers, and present 
position had been created, or very materially brought about, by the 
conduct of others ”’ 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 





Rota or Reoistears 1x ATTENDANCE OF 
Date. Emerncency Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
« Rora. No. 2. Kexewicu. Byaryr. 
24 Mr. Beal Mr. Greswell Mr. Carrington Mr, Jackson 
W. Leach Pagh ; 2 
Godfrey W. Leach Pugh Pemberton 
Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
FarwELt. Buck.ey. Joyor, Swinren Eapy. 
Monday, March 24 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Church Mr. R. Leach Mr. W. Leach 
Tuesday Farmer Beal Greswell 
Wednesday Godfrey Church R. Leach Pemberton 
Th — 27 Farmer King Beal Jackson 





The Easter Vacation will commence on Friday, the 28th of March, and terminate on 
Tursday, the 1st of April, 1902, both days inclusive. 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALE3 OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 

March 94 —Mesers. Banxzer & Neavez, at the Mart at 2:—A Block of Stabling, Nos. 1 to 
5 Kiorerton-yard, let on lease at £270 per annum, and held direct from the Duke of 
Westminster. Stabling for four horres, No. 29, Kinnerton-street, with the Reversion 
to similar Stabies, No. 31, Kinnerton-street, for 10 years from Lady Day, 1914. 
Belgravia: An improved Leasehold Ground-rent of £60 per annum, secured on No. 
43, Wiiton-crescent, 8 W., with teversion at Lady Dav, 1914, to the 
—— at €450 per annum) for 10 years. Solicitors, Saxton & M 

ondon.—A Family Residence at Hampstead. (See advertisements, March 15, p. 5.) 
RESULTS OF SALES, 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Onanrietp sold at the Mart, on Wednesday last, the following 

sehold es :—6, 7, the 


y Park. N, a capital with good ia 
Tottenham- K N., a corner Baker’s Shop and with 
Tottenham-road and tley-road, 12 Beskinghon toad’ —— 


Voi. 46. 369 
Dwelling House, with good 


im rear, £210; 126, a “yee Hoxton, N, 
D. uble-fronted Business Pre having a frontage of about » £480, 
Revansions axp Lirs Pouicies. 
The same firm sold the jority of the Lote which they offered at their F. 
gale (fo i) o¢ the above Interest the Marton Thureday ty hs tote! of sul Boag 
8 8 
ABSOLUTE REVERSIONS: 
To ‘fwo Twenty-thirds of £2,000 23 per cent. Consols, and 


£12,000 23 per cent. Consols; lives 60 —. — — 
To One-fifth uf Freehold, and to One-fifth of £1,000, 
sleo Life Interest in same; lives 57and 38 ... oe ste 400 0 
£1,692; life 77... wo ote ove . cco oe w- ow» 41,120 0 
LIFE POLICiES: ; 
For £900; life 58 .. ose a . oe oe ” 125 0 
‘or £500; same life oo . oo .. ” 330 0 
Yor £200; same life ° ooo oo , -=— = oe % 0 
For £1000; same . ose . ove ” 360 0 
For £1.000 ; life 45 a . eee - ” 8756 0 
For £400; same life oo: 4 . a ° 106 0 
For £1,000; life 71 - - - oo 1,190 0 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasette,—Fuivay, March 14, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
, Luaacrrep um Caancery. 

Cosgtey axp Distaict Inow Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before April 10, 
to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
James E1iward Rowley, 7, Waterioo st, Birmingham 

Diamonp Cycie Components aNp Ewaryeraine Co, Limitsp—OCreditors are required, on 
or before May J, to send in their names and and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Philip Bates. 110, Edmund st. Bir 

Gotp Estates Transvaat Co, Luarrep (1s Liqurpatrion) - Creditors are 
before March 31, to eeod thetr names and add:ceses, and the particulars of aebts or 
claims, to Arthur Feil, 46. Queen Victoria st 

Home Counties Lanp ann Investuewt Co, Liurrap —Oreditors are required, on or before 

Soot, 8 re Benson and W. T. Ogden, &c., at 
‘couse 
Reorrse axp San Fraxcisco Co, Liurrep (1x Votunrtary Ligui- 


DATION) —Creditors are uired, on or before 8i, to send names and 
oddresses, and the * —————— 


esses, particulars of their debts or to 
Mr Nicholas Moriitt Walter, 15, Uld Jewry chmbrs. Bompas & Co, Great Winchester 


st, sulors for liquidators 

Wiciey-Mv ines Enoisezeamc Co, Luarsp (mm Votowtary Liquipatiox)—Creditors 
are requi on or before April 11, to sead their names aaa and the 
particulars of their debts or claims, to Philip Bates, 110, Edmund st, Bir 


London Gasette,~—Tuxspay, March 18, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep m CHaycery. 

Crowrner & Co's Evecrricat Ixpustaies, Limrrep -Creditors are required, on or before 
May 3, to senu their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Mr Henry Willian Thomas, 43, Lower Musley et, . Hanchett, 
chester, solor for liquidator 

Disc axp Easy Cnvens, Liwirsp—‘reditors are required, on or before April 19, to send 
their names snd addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Frank 
Rowley, 34 and 36, Gresham st 

Exuiscates Mintxo Co, tmmutep—Creditors are ae oe tae April 3). to send 
their adéreeses, and the perticulars of debts or claims, to RB. F. Miller, 
4, Ramsden sq. Barr »w-in- Furness 

Kixescore Co, Limirep (1~ Liquipation) —Creditors are required, on or before April 
14, to seni in th-ir names and addresset, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Reginald William Crosse, 7, Lancaster plece 

Lawrons Patents, Liaitep —Vetn for winding up, prerented March 12, directed to be 
heard apiil 10. Warriner & Co. Temple cbmbrs, fempie av, agents for Lloyd & Pratt, 
Cardiff, solors for petaers. No ice of appearing must reach the above-named nvt later 
than 6 o’clock in the «fterno n of April 

Littiestows Hore: Co, Limitrsp (1 Loqumnarses) —Cavilien ene serial, ot or before 
Agal 06, bo cund Caste nents ant Gatanaean ond ——— or claims, 
to . Merrett, 15, Coleman 

Me.eourye Brewery anv Distitiery, Linrtrep—Peta for wining se, presented March 12, 
directed to be heard april 10, DVeacoa & Co, 9, Great Bt. ’s, solors for petner. 
Nouoe of appearing moat reach the above-named aot inter than 6 oslock on the evening 
0 ednesday, 

OrnreNTAL Sixes bYNvICATE, Liurrgp—Creditors ate required. on or before April 30 to 

and addreeses, and the particulars of sae Gates a ain, S Seales * 


x solors 
Soutrn Araicay Porttanp Cement Synvicate, Liurrep (1x Liquipation)—Oreditors are 
required, on or before April 10, to send their names and the particulars of 
their devts or claims, to William McIatosh Whyte, 11, Queen Victoria st 








Warnine ro Inrenpine Hoves Purcuassrs anv Lussexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, even for a short occu: it is ad to 


have the Drains and Sanitary ——— 
Reported upon. For terms a to The Sani Engineering Oo. (H. 
po po ply ‘ —* 


Oarter, O.E., Manager), 65, estminster. 
97 years, ‘Telegrams: Sanitation, Telephone: 316 West- 
minster.—[Apvr. 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Dar or 
Asquitu, Jenn Ropenrt, Leeds — * 
Benot, Cuances Genanv, Bordeaux April 16 Robdere & Higgs, Mincing in * 
Bonet; Ou LavrockPasncin; BC Boke YOR, asa Apel 3” Masdons Oo 


meick Davies, Bradford, Mechinic 11 Gaunt & Co, Bradford 
Gawame. Conveea, 1 ic Lanes 20 Howard & Go, Lverpol ‘ 


Cuvacsity, Jonx Exxs, 1 & 
Rm crescent apa 


CLARKE, \ATHERINE SARAH, Wi 


Coox, Pameva, Maresfield, 


Sesscenn, We 


10 Helder & Co, Clements’ ina 
Sussex Aprils Burchell & Co, Victoria st, Westminster 
° 5 . Kent 4 A & Wi New Cross rd 
eg mnie gy ng ag) Bn — 2) Blzabeth 
Milen Preston 
Davenrort, Jonn Taistzwoop, Gt Russell st, Bloomsbury April 10 Hopgoods & 


Davis, —— ae 2cn Tyas, Plewher May 1 Gillespie & Co, Newcastle upon 





Tyne 








ee 
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— Right Hon Sir James Panxzr, KC, DCL, Westbourne ter April 1 15 Hunter & 
yoes, New sq Licco’n’s inn 

D’Omprainx, Many, Maida vale April10 Fielding, Canterbury 

Dow, —— — Msrazion, Cornwall May 1 Hunter & Haynes, New square, 


FRankuin, —i Ricuaab, Aston, nr Birmingham, Baker April 30 Larper, 
Birmin 

Garpyra, Mrs Carouin®, Havering at‘e Bower April 10 Hicklin & Co, Trinity sq, 
South wark 


Gissox, Huan Woops, Birmingham April 30 Lewis & Sons, Walsall 
Guaysuer. Wiiuiam, Leytonstone, Essex, Druggist Salesman April 10 {Walker & 
Battiscombe, Kasingha)l st 

Gorpor, ‘Winirrrp Sackvitte, Brixton rd April17 Chadwick, Stockwell Park 1d 

Gansy, Axx, Newcastle on Tyne April18 Hoyle & Co, Newcastl le = a 

Hatt. Fraxx Bary, Lancs, Woollen Merchant April 30 Thorpe. I 

Hartwew, Mary Sorat, Yeovil Aprill5 Lee & Pembertons, i incoln’s inn fields 

Hittoy, Axx, Biackburn March3it L & W Wilkinson, Blackburn 

Hock:yes, Janz (unistixa. Lymington, Southamoton April 12 yr & Co, Lymington 

Hurst, Jons, Louth. Lincs, Chemist April14 Beil & Ingoldby, Lo 

InaaLt, “1LL1aAM GroroE, “parkhill, Worcester April 30 Beale = Co, Birmiogham 

Insxir, Lucy, Hunting’on April 16 Watts & Sons, St Ives, Hun 

Isaacs, Joux, Gordon p!, Gordon sq, Turf Accountant June 1 Taylor & Taylor, New 
Broad st 

Jannett, James, Forest Gate April 39 Scott, New Broad st 

JOHNSON, Euizabetn, Hulme. Manchester April 19 Preston & Son, Manchester 

Laitcn, Joun Muir, Kensal Green are Munns & Longden, Old Jewry 

Lastzz, Saxvet, Bilston, Staffs A Wilcock & Taylor, Wolverhampton 

Lewiy, Cuaries Surrox, Norwich April14 Francis & Back, Norwich 





Mixts, Saran, Yard , Worcester April 80 Harper, Birmi cham, 

Mristo, Wituram, Ox fill, Durham, Stoneman 15 Ridley, Stanley, RSO 

Poxp, Joux, New Cross gate April 80 poems S Ene. Lincoln’s inn fields 

Rzapy Joun Deaxiy, North Aston, Warwick, Brass Founder April 15 Cottrell & 
Son, Birmiogham 

Roperts, WiLiiam, Seacombe, Chester, April 1 Wilson & Cowie, Li 0 

Russevi, Ropert, Theberton ¢ st, Islington 80 Hooke & Sons, Lincoln’s inn fields 

ScunapHorst, FRANK GLapsTonE, Wooatort: Essex April13 Swann & Co. Cannon st 

Lape, Henry AxBrion, or Louisa Bacon, Morden, April 14 Richardson & 
Sadler, Golden sq 

Sairn, Grorce, Hampton Hill April 80 Scott, New Broad'st 

Suita. James Epwarp, Ais aby, Durham May1 Watson, Stockton 

senate Birmingham, Commercial Traveller April 16 on Welker}& Meek, 

irmingham 

Sriziow, Gzonas, Barnard st, Russell aq April 30 Hollams & Co, Mincing In 

STOCKLEY, MARIA ANN, Bath May 1 Payne & Fulller, Bath 

Tay — Southend on Sea, Mantle Manufacturer April 25 Worrell & Son, 

oleman st 

Tompson, Ropert, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Mineral Water Manufacturer March 3) 
Proud, Bishop Auckland 

Toran, Terence, Leeds. Licensed Victualler April5 Bulmer & Lawson, Leeds 

TresLe, Grorce, 8t James’ rd, Holloway, Shop Front Builder March 381 Romain, 
—— — Without 

Trew, Emma Orson, Twickenham April 3 Haslip, Cannon st 

TRICKETT, —— Ann, Waterfoot, Lancs April7 Knowles & Thompson, Waterfoot, ar 
Mane! 

Wacker, Hanniert, Louth, Lincs April14 Bell & Ingoldby, saa 

WiiiaMs, Bicwarp, Camden 09, April 21 Stock, Queen Victoria st 





Wicviams, Witviam, Iai 


harles st, St Jamee’s sq 


Macxawzss, Susay, Northampton April6 Darnell & P:ice, Northampton 
m May 1 Arnould & Son, New ct, Lincoin’sinn 
opaia Maxine 


Marr, Jonx, Lymingto 
Mawnnsino, Jouy, — Devon, Farmer, or 8 
Shi & Meyler, Taunto 


Mix, Jossru, Rochdale, Woollen y Weaver April18 Chadwick, Rochdale 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES, 
London Gazette.—Fripay, March 14, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Axprews, Wittiam, Birmingh«m. Metal Dealer Birmiog- | 
ham Pet March 1 Ord March 12 
Asxen, Wittiam, Worksop. — Auctioneer Sheffield 
Pet March 10 Ord March 
— Læeos ae Pet March 8 Ord 
Bromizy, Frep, Sheffield, Provision Dea'er Sheffield Pet | 
March 10 Ord March 10 
Brown, — Banbury, Oxford Confectioner Banbury 
Pet March 1 


Dovsz, A.rrep, Heeley, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet | 
March 11 Ord March 11 

Easton, Ennest Hiram, Exeter Exeter Pet March 10 
Ord March 10 


— Hewny Grorce, and Artaur Joun Fxms, Holborn | 
circus, Diamend Merchants High Court Pet 

10 O-d March 10 

Fitpzs, Louis, Llandudno, Butcher Bangor Pet March 
10 Ord March 10 

Frissy, Vnarau Minis Gt roy Auctioneer Gt 
Grimsby Pet March 10 Ord March 

Frysu, Staniey, Wisbech. Isle of Ely, Cambelge, Farmer 
King’ sLynn Pet Merch 10 Ord March 10 

Ginsox, Tuomas, Middleton in Tecedaln 5 Farmer 

tonon Tees Pet March8 Ord March 8 

Gaove, Joux Hexny, West Drayton, Cattle Dealer Wind- 
sor Pet March$ Ord March 8 

Haus, sae Hewry, Brixton Sain Pruiterer High 

Pet Wwarch 12 Ord March 12 

Hamu, Harry, Lingfield, Miller Tunbridge Wells Pet 
March 10 Ord March 10 

Hammonp, Sypyzy Harry, Regent st, Dealer in Rursian 
Comestible High Court 4 ~~ ¥ 12 Ord March 12 

— Cartes Sauce Grocer’s Assistant 

ingston upon Hull Pet ance 7 12 Ord March 12 

Hoon & Co, M. poy Fruit Merchants Barnsley 
Pet ¥eb20 Ord March 10 

Hupsox, Tompson, yom Lowestoft Gi Yarmouth 
Pet March 12 y ~t reh 12 

Jonzs, — Bay, + oe Plumber / 
Bangor Pot Masch 10" Ord afarch 


n PetMarch 10 Ord March 10 
Lexcpry, *5 Arkwright Town, nmr Chesterfield, 


March 10 
Mangoes, Cuartzes Henry, Norwich, nae Maker 
Norwich Pet March 12 Ord March 
Nears, Parr, Chaik Farm rd High Court Pet March 
10 Ord March 10 


O’Doxwa.t, James Joseru, H M Gaol, Walton, Liverpool, 
furgeon Wigan Pet March6 Ord March 10 

Pasusy, Joux Hewny, Iikley, Yorks, Boot Maker Leeds 
Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Perr, Wits. Bradford, Yarn Dyer Bradford Pet | 
Merch 11 Ord March 11 


Proo, Wiitiam Hewey, Tailor Cheltenham 
Pet March 12 Ord March 1 
Peme.e. Water, Strood, Rent. 1 Fruit Salesman Rochester | 
0 


Provision Merchant Dorches- 


12 
ARTHUR ALBERT, - + Baker Rochester Pet | 
exch 11 Ord March 1 
Rayyrn, — Wealdstone St Albans Pet March | 
8 Ord March 8 


RBovixs, Wiitisae Lzowanv, Cinderford, — Mason | 
Giouceste 


r Pet March 10 Ord March 1 
— on tees Pet March 


Busurorra, Joux Hupsoy. = Yorks, Mill Manager 
d Pet March 1 Ona 4 


Ord March 10 
Sapvrsotox, Hazzy, North 
Barnet Pet March 10 oy 10 
Suatiwoop, Joux Cazwz, 
Bangor Pet March ii Ord Mareh 11 


Lipparp, Rosatixa Exvizasetn, Randolph rd, Maida hill April 12 Eardley & Co, 
C 


Chesterfield Pet March10 Ora | 


March 25 Lincoln’s ion 











Stevens, James Tuomas, ——*** Corawall, Farmer Truro 
Pet March 12 Ord March 1 

| Srevens, Jonx, —— uwan Shrewsbury Pet 
March 10 ‘Ord March 

| Virco, Wriuram Puipps, Cucklin gton, Somerset, Farmer 
Yeovil Pet March 11 Ord March il 

| Wanrpatt, Frank Cuarves, ry lof W, Tutor Newport 

Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

| WHITTAKER, AMBROSE, ——— Fold, Lanes Rochdale 
Pet March 10 one March 1 








| Waicut, Rosert, F ird "s Assistant 
Leicester Pet Merch i * March 11 
— Freperick, 8 ger Bwindon Pet 


March 10 Ord March * 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
| AypErson, THomAs, scarborough, Market Gardener March 
2tat1130 74 Newborough, Scarborough 
Buicu. Micnaet, Leeds Mar 51 at 12 "Off Rec, 22, Park 


row, Leeds 

Brow» Davin, Port Talbot, Glam, Steel Works Labourer 
March 21 at 11.30 Off Rec 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Brows, Sotomon, Leeds, Slipper Maker March 21 at 11 
Off Ree, 22. Park row, Leeds 

Canter, Jonny, Chester, Farmer Rs 21 at 10.30 Crypt 
chmbrs, Eastgate row. Uhes 

Cuew, Wittram, Nelson, Lancs, , March 21 at 11 
Court honse’ Burnley 

Cottey, James, Morecambe, Boarding House Keeper 
March 2iat3 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

CovtTHarD, Tomas, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Wine 
Merchant — 21 at 12 Off Rec, 25, John at, 
Sunderland 

— Jonan, ( Houte Agent March 21 at 11 

7, St Mary Bt, —— 

noun Eeyxzst Hinam, Exeter March 27 at 1030 Off 
Ree, 18, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Ems, Hewny Groras and Aeruur Joun Emus, Holbora 
circus, Diamond Merchants March 21 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Fow er, —— eu. Bicester, Oxford, Corn Dealer 
March 21 at 12 1. eee, —— 

— HABouD, Nottingham, Paper Merchant March 
2iati2 Off Rec, Castle pl, Sakon sa 

| Grixpizy, Exizasets, Broughton, Chester, General 

Draper March 21 at 11 Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, 

Chester 





| Hatt, Wittiam, Swinton, nr Manchester, Draper’s 


| Assistant March 21 at 230 Off Rec, Byrom st, 
| Manchester 


Joxes, Ropert Ext, Dolwyddelen, Carnarvon, Quarry- | 


} man March 29at116 County Police bidgs, Blaenau 


| Fes 


tiniog 
Kine, Atpert Wiiuiam, Leigh on Sea, Essex, Grocer 
Mar 2lat3 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 
Lewis, AgTava, —— Contractor Mar 2l at 11 117, 
8t Mary st. 
Lovett, Josera lll Oricklade, Wilts, Solicitor Mar 
22at1l Off Rec, 38, Regent civ, Swindon 
| Mascari, Atrrep Groras, esbrough, Jeweller 
ch 25at 12 Royal Station Hoc York 
| /— Grorce, Wakefield, Commission Agent 
| ach 21 at3 Of Ree, 6. Boed tor, Wakefield 
| eum, Hensert Lzicu, St James’ rd, Oid Kent rd 
March 2iat'2 Bankruptcy bldgs, ong st 


| Mrrcne.y, Josera, 8t Colamb Miaor, Cornwall, Tobacco- 
nist March 24 at 12 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 
Neate, Partie, Chalk Farm rd, Camden Town March 21 
at 2.30 Bankr bidgs, Varey st 
— — oss, Hastings, Grocer March 21 
atl Rec, 24 tailway app. — Bridge 
| NiowrivoAua, =. 8q. Bays- 


gton 
ter, ter, Advertising Agent March 24 at 12 2 Bankruptcy 
bidgs. Oarey st 
Pasnsy, Jous Henny, Dkley, Yorks, Boot Maker March 
21 at 12 230 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Pemece, WALTER, Strood, Fruit Salesman April 7 at 12 


—— ager eet 
'HIPPB, A 
Clicker March 21 at 2 Of Reo, ridge at Northampton 


er April 7 at 15 


Pitz, Anruve A.ssxt, Rochester, Bak 
115, High st, Rochester 








agraver April 10 Helder & Co, —— i Strand 


Wiyorieip, Raymonp, Chesterfield Blacksmith April 19 Giossop, Cheste 
Woooneap, Wivuiam, Bradford April 
Woopxovuse, Anna Janz, Slinfold, nr Horsham April 15 Hunter & Haynes, New aq, 


15 Gaunt & Oo, Bradford 


Waricut, Mary, Huntingdon April25 Watts & Sons, St Ives, Hunts 
Zamppa, Sanan, Fitzjohns av, Hampstead April 30 Scott, New Broad st 


Rosixs, Wittram Leoxarp, Cinderford, Glos, Mason 
March 22 at 12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 
Rusurortu, Joux Hunson, Bingley, Yorks, Mill 
arch 24at 11 Off Rec, 31 Manor row, Bradford 

—— — South Saiolda, Doctor March 21 
at 11,30 Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

— ys —— — ——— March 21 at 18 

St Mary st, Cardiff 

—— Jonx, Sidcup, Kent, Licensed Victualla 
Mareh 24 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Srxzap, Josera Witiiam, Bramley, Leeds, Draper 
21at1130 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Srevens, James Tuomas, Mylor, Cornwall, Farmer March 
21at1230 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Srevens, Jonx, Shrewsb * Milkman March 22 at 119 
Off Kec, 42, 8t John’s hill, Shrewsbury 

— Tuomas, Neath. Glam, Butcher March 21 at 11.6 

3i, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Vau — IONEL Wittiam Gerorce, New North mM, 
—— Draper March 24 at 12 Bankruptcy bläge 
Carey st 

Warpatt, Franx Caarizs, Ryde, I of W, Tutor March 
24at12 19, Quay st, Newport lof W 

Wuirte.ey, Hersert, Halifax, Innkeeper March 21 at 3 
Off Rec, Townhall chmbrs, Hatifax 

Wituams, Witii1am, Portmadoc, Coal Dealer March 2% 
atl County Police bldgs, Blaenau Festiniog 

Waicar, vy sg jun, Sheffield March 21 at 7* Off Res, 
Pigtree In, Sheffield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
AnpaEws, Wit.14M. Birmingham, Metal Dealer Birming- 
ham Pet March1 Ord March 12 
Apsry, Ogtanpo Grorce, Everc:eech, Somerset, Farmer 


Welle Pet Jan 8t Ord March 10 
Askren, Wittram, Worksop, Notts, Auctioneer Sheffield 
Ord March 10 


Pet March 10 

Bass, WALTER ——— Bangor, Timekeeper Bangor 
1 

Pet March 8 Ord 


Pet March 1 Ord 
Bu — Leeds Leeds 
Bowker, R H, York, Boot Dealer York Pet Feb 20 Ord 
Bromiey. Frep, Sheffield, Provision Dealer Sheffield 
Pet March 10 Ord March 12 


CornrortH, ALEXANDER WiLLiaAmM, Newtown Newtown 
Pet Feb 18 Ord March 10 


| Dove, ALFRED, Heeley, Sheffield, Grocer Sheffield Pet 
March h 11 


lt Ord Marc 


| Easton, Esnest Hinam, Exeter Exeter Pet March 10 


Ord Ma: ch 10 
Fitpes, Louis, Liandudno, Butcher Bangor Pet March 
10 Ord March 10 


Frissy, Wittiam Epoar, Gt Grimsby, —— Gt 
Grimsby Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Fysu. Stantey, Wisbech, Isle of Ely, i Farmer 
King’s Lynn Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Gisson, Tuomas, Middleton in Teesuale, ee. Farmer 

Stockton on Tees Pet March 8 Ord March 8 

Grove, Joun Henny, West — Cattle Dealer Wind- 
sor Pet March8 Ord March 

Hare, Cuarites Henry, fa are hill, Fruiterer High 
Court Pet March 12 Ord h 12 

Hams, Harry, Lingfield, yoy aoe Tunbridge 
Wells Pet March 10 Ord Mar 

Rae, Bree, Brighton te og Met Feb 17 Ord 


Hanzis, — * —— 2 Butcher Gt Yar- 
Ord March 1 


mouth Pet Feb 28 

Haxzsison, Pte Samvuk., alg Grocer’s Assistant 
6 upon Hull Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Hupsos, Taompson, Kirkl Lowestoft Yarmouth 
J qi nd A —— F Newto 
‘ones, Davin, Lan mery, Farmer Newtown 
¥ Pet Marci 6 | Ord March Ta * 
ONES, CE, yncynghordy, nr nmawr, Ostler 
A Mag a CS Ligpontis 

PARD, ILLIAM RBRY 

Cheltenham Pet March 10 Ord March 10 


Lonopex, Jossern, Arkwright Town, nr 
Colliery Engineman Chesterfield Pet March 10 





March 10 








Asso 
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Aven 
P 
Bayi 
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I 
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1 
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Bivai 
X 
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02. 


— — 


Jottrell & 
Liverpool 
on fields 


Jannon st 
ardson & 


]& Meek, 
sll & Bon, 
March 2) 
; 


Romain, 


erfoot, ar 


n, Strand 
d 


» New aq, 


oh 21 at 12 
— 
March 
Aarch 
2 at 11.9 
zt at 11.45 


forth wi, 
toy bidgs, 


ye March 
ch 21 at 3 
March 2% 
Off Res, 


Birming- 
t, Farmer 
Sheffield 

Bangor 
8 Ord 
b 20 Ord 
Sheffield 
Newtown 
field Pet 
March 10 
et March 
oneer Gt 
, Farmer 
1, Farmer 
¢ Wind- 
er High 
‘unbridge 
17 Ord 
Gt Yar- 
* 
armouth 
Newtown 
r, Ostler 
pengrocer 


a 10 * 
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tr, Cuartes Henry. erie, Upholsterer 
—* oes = — & * 
GAN, ILLI tymister, Risca, Mon Innkeeper 
Mom seiport (Mon} Pet March 4 Ord March ' 
Nave, Pur, Centon Seen High Court Pet March 10 
Ord March 10 


O’Dowxety, James JoszpH, H M Gaol, Walton, Liver- 
pool. Surgeon Wigan "Bet March 6 Ord March 12 
Pasusy. Joun Sooner, Stee, Yorks, Boot Maker ‘Leeds 
Pet March 11 Ord March 11 
Peco, Witt1am Heyry, Cheltenham, Tailor Cheltenham 
Pet March 12 Ord Ma:ch 12 
Pevere, Ware, Strood, Fruit Salesman Rochester 
Pet March 10 Ord March 10 
Puetrs, James, Dorchester, Provision Merchant Dorcheste 
Pet March 12 Ord 1 
Pitz, Anruus ALBERT, —— Baker Rochester Pe 
arch 11 Ord March 11 
Piumsty, GzoreE, Queen Victoria st, Company Promot:r 
High Court Pet Nov 23 Ord March 12 
Bay * ae, Wealdstone St Alban’s Pet March 
Ord March 11 


— x, Joun Hervey, Regent st, + Engineei 
High Court Pet Feb 26 Ord March 
Roprss, Wittram Leownarp, Cinde ford, —- Maso): 
Gloucester Pet March 10 Ord March 10 
Rossos, Joux, = Stockton on Tees Pet Mare 
Ord March 


Ru — Jouyx * Bingley. Le gt Mill Manage: 
Bradford Pet March 10 Ord March 

Ry, Tuomas ALLEN, Wellingborough, — Northamp 
ton Pet March 4 Ord March 11 

Bapoinatox, Harry, North Finchley, ~ ——— — 
Barnet Pet March 10 Ord March 1 

Scuwos, Anmayp SaLvaror, — Merchant Hig! 
Court Pet June6 Ord March 12 

Suactwoop, Joun Crews, Llandudno, Licensed Victualier 
Bangor Pet Marcn11 Ord March 11 

Srevens, James Tuomas, a. Cornwall, Farmer Tauro 

et March 12 Ord March 

—“ Jonx, Shrewsbury, J Shrewsbury Pet 
March 10 Ord M-roh 12 

Taytor, Franx Stewart, Gloucestershire ter, Paddington, 
Architect h Court Pet Jan “4 Ord March 10 

Virco, Witi1am Parprrs, Cuckli 
Yeovit Pet March 11 Ord 

Wanrpatt, Frank CHarves Ryde, I lof W, Tutor Ryde 
Pet March 10 Ord March 10 

Waittaker. Amprose, — Fold, Lancs Rochdale 
Pet March 10 Ord March 

Woop, Heyry, Milton next i ——— Kent, Grocer 
Rochester Pet Feb 15 Ord March 1 

Nat, jun, Sheffield —X Pet Feb 13 
March 12 


— 

Waricut, Rosert, Leicester, Hair Dresser’s Assistant 

Leicester Pet March 11 Ord March 11 

Youne Frepenick. Swindon, Fishmonger Swindon Pet 
March 10 Ord March 10 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED alg RECEIVING 
ORDER RESCINDE 


Carryy, Steppen Mawnyincrox, Gwendwr rd, West Ken- 
sington, Surgeon High Court Rec Ord May 21. 1894 
Adjud June 8, 1894 Resc and Annul March 10, 1902 


:t, Farmer 


London Gazette.—Tuzspay, March 18, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Assott, W, & Son. — J Devon, Cabinet Makers 
Barnstaple Pet Feb 25 Ord March 14 

Avers. Jouy. Bedminster, Bris'‘ol, Wheelwright Bristol 
Pet March 18 Ord March 13 

Bayuiss, Lewis, Wednesbury, Staffs, Electrical Accessories 
Manufacturer’ ‘Walsall, "Pet March 12, Ord March 12 

Ber Cnartes Reveey, Leicester, Picture Frame Maker 
Leicester Pet March 13 Ord March 13 

Bevans, Samven, Whitwick, Leicester, Carter Burton on 
Trent Pet March 15 March 15 

Bevis, Vniaau Henry, Watford, — Grocer Bt 
Albans Pet March12 Ord March 1 

Bixcuam, Samuzt Rosert, Matlock, Hey Dealer Pet 

14 Ord March 14 

Borovsxy, Isaac, and Emaxvuzi Weinsavm, Hatton gan, 

Diamond Merchants High Court Pet March5 Ord 


March 14 
Messer, ry dans am  B Yorks, Farmer York Pet 


4 Ord March 





Cox.ixs, Cuan.ts Gorpon, Doncaster, Newsagent Sheffield 
Pet Feb 96 Ord March 18 ‘ 


— Saran Ann, Leeds Leeds Pet March 12 Ord 
March 12 


Perrens, ,~ Heaton Scrorz, 58 rd villas, 
Bayswater Court Pet Jan 29 March 14 

Frrron, Bopert ——— Oldbam, Brush Saker Oldham 
Pet March 12 Ocd March 12 


Gotp. Ostas, P wm hy Giam, Draper Pontypridd Pet 
G of ord T aint. Cc Ml, Carpenter Pi 
REENWOOD, JAmEs, ornwall, penter Ply- 

mouth Pet Marc! March 12 Ord Ord March 14 

Hasse.sy, rate —— 8S: Leonards on Sea 

Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Horr, The Hon Henry Francis Hore Petnam Cimrow 

H. Hes st, Cavendish oq High Court Pet Jan23 Ord 
‘ar 

Jerresies, Jonas Date, Wellington. * Straw Dealer 
Madeley Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Jonna. Wirttas, Launceston, —— Miller Plymouth 
Pet March 138 Ord March 13 


| Jonzs, Wrii1am ARTaur, —* rd. Goahereet, Surgeon 
High Ord March ” 


Court Pet Feb 8 March 
Kenwarp, Atsert Epwarp, Forest hill, Commercial 
Traveller Green’ March 12 Ord March 12 


| Kerrts, Heyry Arraur, Bournemouth, Grocer High 


Court Pes March 14 


Ord March 14 

— - Tailor Car- 

Lams. Tuomas J Market ee = Cocotte 
Nantwich and Crewe Pet March Ord March 14 

Mapparorp, Water, Oakham sa Devon, Labourer 
Plymouth Pet March i¥ Ord March 12 

Marsuatt, Hezrrert, Baras! —— Dealer 

arosley Pet March 18 Ord March 

Metuanp sata, Joszrn, Norbury Park Surrey, Civil 
E gineer Oroydon Pet Feb 17 Ord March it 

Otiver, Wriitam Jon, Stoke, Devonport, Builder Ply- 
mouth Pet March15 Ord March 15 

Owens, Owen, Lian! arnarvon, School ⸗ 
Officer Bangor Pet 156 Ord Ma 

Parker. Atpert Epwarp, High rd Ponders Bad, Glaes 
Merchant High Cou Pet March 16 Ord March 15 

Parry, Extis, adoc, Carnarvon, Shoemaker 
madoe Pet March 18 Ord March 13 

Paice, Joun Henry. Cray, Brecknock, Farmer Merthyr 
Tydfi Pet March 15 Ord March 15 

Parner, Epwarp, Norwich. Horse Dealer Norwich Pet 
March 14 Ord March 14 

Rasmussgey, Hans Henrik Marius, Rupotes Wonper.ick. 
and Hans Rasmussen, Forest ul, Northumberland 
—— Neweastle on Tyne Pet Feb 28 Ord 

Riveway, Caaries, and Henry Riveway, er 
—— Birmingham Pet March 

a 

Surrrasp, Wititam Brarx, Newport, Mon. 
Newport. Mon Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Guowenl. "ion Gt Grimsby, Saw Maker Gt Grimsby 
Pet March i4 Ord March 14 

Srevens, Geonae, Bristol, Bamboo + pene Manufacturer 
Bristol Pet March 14 Ord March 1 

Stites, Heyvny Geonce, 

M 12 Mai 


Reigate, Dai oa Croydon Pet 
a 


Tayiorg, WituaM —— Scarborough High Oourt Pet 
Jan 24 Ord March 
THACKER, * — —2— Stock Dealer High 
Court Pet Dec16 Ord March 13 
Wood Tamer 


Taomas, — Omox væia. Mirfield 
March is Ord March 13 | 

Turner, Gzorcr yas Ted Kingston, 
Surrey Pet March 13 Ord March aad 

Watuer, Epwarp. Deal, General Dealer Canterbury Pet 
March 15 Ord March 15 

Weuusesam. Joszrs Joux, Stow Bedon. Norfolk, 
Farmer Norwich Pet March 16 Ord March 15 

Wesrsroox, Marraa Ayne, Gt Yermouth, Biscuit Baker 
Gt Yarmouth Pet March15 Ord March 16 

Witusy, Jonx wy —* Cabinet Maker Halifax 
Pet March 11 Ord March 1 

Youne, Jony, ‘Wolverhampton, Brass ote Wolver- 
hampton ‘Pet March 14 mam, March 14 

Amended notice substituted for that 5* in the 
London Gazette of March 14: 


Asxew, Witi1am, Worksop, Bate, Auctioneer Sheffield 
Pet March 10 Ord March 10 





FIRST MEETINGS. 

Axrax. Reve ae. Coo oe Coal Merchant 
Ayers. Joux, Bedminster, B istol, Wh-elwright March 
26 at 11.3 Off Reo, 28, B Baldwin 

Ayrrey Ropert, Darili 
North Be ters Datiagton 
Taomas Aveest M 
2 at 280 J —— 


Ber an Revs 
March 25 at 8 Off Reo, 1 
Bzrosoyw, cee, Barow * Farness, Picture Framer 
March 25 at ll Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow: in 
B . Is ° le Frith, Derby, Licensed 
——— durch hat 11.50 Of Rec, County chmbrs, 
Bove, by a - Hewny, Watford, Herts, Grocer March 27 


95. 
mani Len —— Hatin Hatton fn’ 
Diamond Merchants April 3 at 


Bespury, James ** Yorks, Farmer — 27 atl 
25 at 2.15 Off 
AWTHORNE, Stickford, Lincs, Carpenter 
—— — 
Barrow in 


Bycrort, Seta C. 
April 8 at 2,15 
Conn, Moairz. Barrow 
—— Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, 


Farness 

— — Leeds March 26 at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, s 

** Rosner Oa nae st yo rd, Me... 

Fesness, — uae Bcrorz, Bayswater March 


—— om — B a evince March 98 at 12 Crypt 
chm! row, Chester 


— ron >, Loadon Bridge - 

at it way ADD, 

Gostunec, Faeperio —— Oskley. Beds, Farmer 

March 26 at 330 Lion dote 
Garritas, Ricuarp Tomas, Sutton 
= i nee ae Offs — * 
onp, Sypwey Aaaur Dealer 

— — ‘March ply at 230 Bankruptey 


bt Carey 
— & %o Pa Barley, Pratt Merchants March 27 at 
10 Rec, Regent arns!: 
4 March’ 25 at 12 Off Rec, 


Karman. Tuomas, 
meng Se Mar at 2.30 Bank- 


K — Baie, Oheapside 
ENNEDY YLES ioe, 
ru Carev st 


Ord | Langone Aaa ree types 
. ‘a, O« 
Lypauu, a Faewcn, John st, Bedf-rd row, Solicitor 
rt March 26 at 12 — Hh  -, Carey at 
Massa, H es. pa, — March 
ar, Weltheastow, Fishmonger March 25 at 
st 
Carey ae 
30 24, Hallway app. B 


P 4 J a, Landen 7 Owe. Man- 
LADNEY VERDI q 

ws ar 8 mahip Owners March 8 atl2 Of Ree, 

ictoria at. 
aun’ Wena Bradford, Yarn Dyer March 27 at 11 
Off 31, row, Bradford 

Rasuussex, Hans —— Ew Maxnrvs, Revues 

Haws Rasmussen F 


‘orest 
en. ok Hemerrmen March 31 ot 11.90 a 
80, Mosley s°, oo 


Ree, 30, 

Rayrnzp, Frrornick, Wealdstone we 27 at 12 95, 
Temole chab:a, av 

Reep, Wiutiam Swansea, Grocer March 27 at 12 Of 

31, Alexandra rd. Swansea 

Savornctox, Magny, North Finchley, Commercial Tra 
March 26 at 3 95, Temple chaabes, Temple av 

Suatiwoop. Joun Crews, Licensed Victualler 
March 26 at 11 Orypt chmbrs, Hastgate row, Chester 


Sr , Georos, Bristol, Bamboo Furnitare 
"fectarer March 26 at 11.65 Off Reo, 26, Baldwin st, 


Bristol 
T , Jess met, Rae March 25 att2 Mr 
—— — Oxford st, Kidderminster 
Taytoag, Witt1am Nassey, Scarborough March 27 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 








NATIONAL DISCOUNT COMPANY, LIMITED, 


385, CORNHILI, LONDON, F.C. 





Subscribed Capital, £4,233,326. 


Paid-up Capital, £846,665. 





LAWRENCE ge CHALMERS, Esq. 
WILLIAM FOWLE Pook 
WALTER MURRAY GUTHRIE, Esq., M.P. 


Manager: LEWIS BEAUMONT. 


DIRECTORS. 
EDMUND THEODORE DOXAT, Esq., Chairman. 
QUINTIN HOGG, Esq. 
Sub-Manager : PHILIP HAROLD WADE. 


Reserve Fund, £460,000. 


JOHN FRANCIS OGILVY, Esq. 
AUGUSTUS . 

JAMES THO IN, Esq. 
CHARLES WOOLLEY. 


Secretary : 
Auditors: JOSEPH GURNEY FOWLER, Esq. (Messrs. Price, Waterhouse, & Co.); FRANCIS WILLIAM PIXLBEY, Esq. (Messrs. Jackson, Pixley, Browning, & Co.). 
Bankers: BANK OF ENGLAND; THE UNION BANK OF LONDON, LIMITED. 





Approved Mercantile Bills Discounted. Loans ee upon Negotiable Securities. 


Mone 


oes —2 od a and Short 
e upon Terms to pecially Agreed 
vestments in and Sales of all deseuintlens of 
Communications on this subject to be addressed to th 


otice, at the 


t Market Rates, and for 


Britigh and Foreign Seourities effected. All 
e Manager. 
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Tuacxer, Antuvr, Clanricarde gins, Stock Dealer March 
26 at 230 Bankruptcy bldgs, ae 

Too.z, Witttau Rocsrorp, — by, Tobace mist 
Marsch 256 at 11 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, 


Virco, Wituiam Puirrs, Cucklington, ye Farmer 
2% at 1230 Off Rec, Endless st, Saliab: 7 

Westizy, Anruvr, Worcester, Brass Founder 
March 25at12 Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dudley 

Wiiuams, James Davinsor, an, 
— der April § at 11 Townha 

Wix, Hexpert Frepenicx, East W: ‘on, Norfolx, Dealer 

10 at 10.30 Court house, 3 Li 

Waicut, Rosert, Leicester, Hair 
March 25 at 12.30 Off Ree, 1, Berridge 

Youse ey —— Fishmonger 
Of R Ree, 38, Regent circus, Swindon 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Lewis, Wednesb El Accestories 
ufacturer Walsall Pet March 12 Ord March 12 
Bevays. Samuet, Whitwick, Leicester, Carter Burton 

on Trent Pet Feb 15 Ord March 15 
Bevis, Witttam Henry, Watford, Herts, Grocer St 
Albans Pet March 12 Ord March 13 
Bincuam. Samuzt Ropar, "oe Hay Dealer Derby 
Pet March 14 Ord March 1 
York Pet 


Brapizy, Janes, Pannal. Yorks, Farmer 
March 1 

Brapsaaw, Joun, Eddlethorpe, nr Maldon, — Farmer 
Scarborough 


at, Leicester 


March 28 at 11 


ee | 


BAYuiss, 





4 Ord March 14 
Pet Feb 10 Ord March 1 

Coopgr, Artaur. Devonshire st, Mile End, Jobmaster 

h Court Pet Jan 24 Ord March 14 

1cHarp, Croydon, Builder Croydon Pet Feb 12 

Maren 13 

CrowTser, Saran Axy,Lecds Leeds Pet March 12 Ord 
March 12 

Dacompz, Atrrzep Hupert, Branksome, Dorset, Builder 
voole Pet Feb17 Ord March 14 

De Heveert, F ve C — Piccadilly High Court 
Pet Jan9 Ord March 1 

Fitton, Rovert Tayvor, Oldham, Brush Maker Oldham 
Pet March 12 Ord March 12 

Gascoyaz, Wittram, and Joszra Horton, Beckenham, 
Builders Crosdon Pet Dec16 Od March 14 

Gop, —* , Crete, Glam, Draper Poutypridd Pet 
Marcn 


—— James, Tor; int Cornwall, Carpenter Ply- 
mouth Pet March ie Ord March 14 . 
Hassevey, —— HoWwWDAII. St Leonards on 
n Hastings Pet —*— 14 Ord March 14 
ENLEY, ANTHONY ERNEST, —— — * civil E eer 
Croydon Pet Aug 81 Ord Mar — 
Jerrerizs, Jonas Dare, Wellington, Balop, Straw Dealer 
P 2* Pet March 14 * March 14 
onws, Witt:am, Launceston, —— Plymouth 
Pet Maren 13 Ord March . 
Kewwarp ALBERT may — hill, Commercial 
Traveller Greenwich P-t March12 Ord March 14 
Kerrie, Hewry Arravr, Bournemouth, High 
Car- 


Cox, 


Sea 


Court Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Lax, Epwarp, Ammanford Carmarthen, Tailor 
marthen Pet March 13 Ord March 1 

Lams, THomas Witiiam, Market etd Coachbuilder 
Crewe Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

Maccait, Heyrey Witwam. — Berks, Baker 


Newbury ba Feb 6 —— 
MADDAFOMD, ALTER, e om Labourer 
Plymouth Pet March 12 — March a” 
Maxsuatt, Hezvert, Barnsley, Smallware Dealer Barns- 
13 Ord March 18 


ley 
Mrrcar.y, Heevert Leics, Old Kent rd HighCourt Pet 
Jan 27 Ord March 18 


Nvrrat., Joszrn, Bolton, Tripe Dealer Bolton Pet 
Feb 22 Ord March 13° 


Oxives, Wiruam Jonx, ‘Stoke, Devonport, Builder Ply- 
mouth March 15 Ord March 15 — 
Carnarvon, School Attendanc2 

Pet March 15 Ord March 15 
Pasxes, Atsert Epwarp, High rd, Ponder’s ina, Glass 
Merchant High — bad. March 15 Ord March 16 


Tremadoc, 

Pet March 13° Ord Ma March 18 

Paixter, Eowarp —— Horse Dealer Norwich Pet 
March 14 Ord March 1 

Suerrarp, Wiis tol N Mon. 

s . Neeport. Moo Pet March 14 Ord March 14 

NOWDEN, D, imsby, Cuties Gt Gnmsby Pet 

March 14 Ord March 14 é — 


Owens, Owex, 


Pasey, Ex 


Fruiterer 


| 

Braryitox, Joux, Sidcup, Kent | 
—————— ap, Kent High Court Pet Jan 28 | 
—  Gasnee, Beta Bristol, Bamboo Furaitere Manulacturer | 


March 14 Ord March 
THomas, — —— Mirfield, Yorks, 
Turner Pet March 13 Ord March 1 13 
oe Dealer Canterbury Pet | 


Wau — ——— Merchant Croydon Pet Feb 15 | 
arc 


Watizr, Fow sno, Beal 


Wetucuam, Joszrn com, Stow Norfolk, * 
a . Pe on poten. 3 or Farmer | 
Westsroox, Marraa * @ Yarmouth, Biscuit Baker 


@t Yarmouth Pet March15 Ord March 15 


WiLiey, Jouy Tuomas, —, Cabinet Maker Halifax 


w. ee | 1t Ord ——— 
oop Jou» Vaau, — Builder Mace 

Pet Feb 14 Ord March ms d — 
— Jous, ——— 


4 Brass — Wolver- | 


Pet March 14 Ord Masch 


Amended notice substitated for os 8 in the 
London Gazette of J 


Bomax, Wittiam Warren, —* 
—— 


— in 
the London Gazette of —— 


Aszew, Wit Wor! Notts, A 
Pet M 10 Ord Mah ne ts, Auctioneer Sheffield 


Grocer 


1902. 








EAR YWEATEES 
iencon 








Three purposes provided 


MERRYWEATHERS’ PORTABLE 


FOR 


««Chute’’ Fire Escapes, from 
Hydrant Systems, from 


SPECIAL SPRINKLERS 





MERRYWEATHERS’ 


COMBINATION OF APPARATUS FOR 


FIRE PROTECTION, 
ELECTRIC LIGHTING, 


Experienced Engineers sent to Survey at Mansions, Estates, and Villages. 


INDOOR PROTECTION. 
««London Brigade”’ Hand Fire Pump 


( With which one person can attack a fire unaided, and by which three-fourths of 
the fires in London are put out every year. ) 


Pressure Augmentors for High Buildings where water 
service is at low pressure. 

FOR LIFT SHAFTS. 

Write for Pamphlets, post-free. 


MERRYWEATHERS’ 63. Long Acre, W.C.,. LONDON, 


and WATER SUPPLY. 


for at One Minimum Gost. 


FIRE APPARATUS 





£5 5 O 


£5 0 0 
£30 0 O 


— 








PERIODICAL SALES. 
ESTABLISHED 1843. 
=. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD 
eccessors to am, Milner, & Co.) conduct 
PERIOMICAL SALES o 
REVERSIONS Unbectute and Contingent), 
LIFE ot and ANNUITIES, 


LIFE PO 
Shares and Debentures, 
Mo Debts and Bonds, and 
Kindred Interesta, 
on the FIRST and THIRD THURSDAYS in each month 
throughout the year, at the MART, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C. 
The appointments fixed for 1902 rr) : 
Thursday. Ap: il 3. | 
Thursday, aah 17. 
Thursday, May 
Thursday, May i 
Thoresay, June 5. 
Thursday, June 19, 
Thursday, July 3. 
Thursday, J vend F 
Thursday, A’ 
Offices, 6, — — E.C. 








PERIODIOAL PROPERTY AUCTIONS. 


beg to announce that ao PROPERTY AUC- | 
TIONS are I at the MART, Tokenhouse-y 
the FIRST and THIRD WEDNESDAYS in every month | 
throughout the year. 
The dates fixed for the year 1902 are :— 
, Aug. 20. 
Bept. 3. 





} 8. 
| Wednesday, Aug, 6. ———— Dee. 17, 
— ———— 
Sal in communicate wi' e 
— — Poultry, London, E.C. 


: “Invariably, 


| a Se their — 8 
Tel 
ephone 





ESSRS. — SON, & DAW, 
AUCTIONEEBS, ESTATE AGENTS, VALUERS. 
Sanitary and Mortgage Surveyors, 
IRONMONGER LANE, CHEAPSIDE, £.C., 
and 308, BRIXTON HILL, 8.W. 
(Established 1773.) 
| Telephone Nos.—‘' 5964 Bank,” “ 190 Streatham.” 
Telegrams —* Oldest. Lon‘ton.” 
AUCTION SALES. 


RS. FIELD & SONS’ AUCTIONS 
take plsce MONTHLY, at the MART, and include 





pa 


attention to Rating and Compensation Claims. Offics, 
64, Borough High-street, and 62, Chancery-lane, W.C. 


Sale Days for the Year 1902,—Mesars, 


AREBROTHER, ELLIS, EGERTON, 
BREACH, GALSWORTHY, & CO. : 
beg to announce that the undermentioned dates ha } 
been fixed for their AUCTIONS of FREEHOLD, Copye 
hold, and Leasehold ESTATES, Reversions, 8h 
Life — &c., at the AUCTION MART, Token 
house-yard, E. 





Other - « for intermediate Sales can also b 
arranged. 


Thursday, April 10, Thursday, July 10. 
Thursday, April 24. Thursday, Ju'y 17. 
Thureday, May 1. Thursday. July 21. 
Thursday, May 8. Monday, July 28, 
Thursday, May 15. 
Monday, June 2. 
Thureday, June ‘12. 
Monday, June 16. 
Thursday, June 19, 
Monday, June 23. 
Thursday, June 26, 
Thursday, July 3. 
Monday, July 7. 


A List of forthcoming Sales by Auction is published in 
the advertisement columns of “‘ The Times,” “ Standard,” 


Thursday, Octoher 9, 
Thursday, Octoher 23, 
Monday, November 3. 
Thursday, November 20, 
Thursday, December 4. 
Thursday, December 11, 








ESSRS. H. E. FOSTER & CRANFIELD | every i 


and “ Morning Post” every Saturday. 

Farebrother, Ellis, & Co. also issue on the 1 
Month a SCHEDULE OF PROPERTIES TO BE 
ORSOLD, comprising landed and residential e 4 


.C., on —— freehold and leasehold houses, town and counts 


building land, City offices and warehouses, ground-re! 


| and investments generally, which will be forwarded fi 
| of char; 
| street, ‘ 


on application to their Otfices, No. 29, 
emple-bar, E.O. 





t the Mart, 1902 (First Half). 1 
ESSRS. FURBER, PRICE, & FURBER’S 
SALES of FREEHOLD ani LEASEHOLD PRO 
PERTIES, GROUND-REN iS, and other Securities will) 
be held at the AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse- yard, E.C 


| on the following days at TWO o’clock precisely :— 


Friday, June 27. 
Friday, July 25. 
And up’n other dates as required 
of Properties to be included shuld be sent in 
at least six weeks before date of Auc’ion. 
Survey, Valuation, and Estate Offices, Warwick-court, 
—— W.C. Established 70 years. Telephone: 103 
olborn. 


AMILTON HOUSE, Victoria Embank 
ment (corner of Temple-avenue), 
TO BE L&T, 
For — of Sharehol Public M 
tions, Meetings of Crejitors, &., 
A LIGHT and SPACIOUS HALL 
(with Board Room in connection), 
from 260 to 300 persons, Also 
SMALLER ROOMS for similar purposes. 
Also, on Lease, 
TWO SUITES of Offices cn Ground Floor, 


The Employers’ Liabili 





at the abov 








Apply to 
ity ae Corporation 
e address, 





er 20, 
r4 
r il. 


ished in 
dard,” 


16 lst of 
TO BE 


estates, 
country 
d-rents, 
ded free 








